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NOTES TO READERS: .

( _ Data Accuracy A | b

The critical data of public enrollments, appropriations; and tuition *
have been provided by the State Higher Education Finance Officers. Data
validity 1is dependent on the availability of requested items at the
state level and on the reporting agency's compliance with the
definitions provided. In many instances the data, particullarly older
entries and current year amounts not “finalized, have been estimated.
Estimates have also been employed where  the refinement of detail
required is not possible from data available at the state leve]. The
frequency of these estimates negates need for. special identification.
Sufficient is knowledge that this_ early report is based on considerable
) estimated data. -
) * 3.

Data Comparability . $°

Since: the first edition of this report in 1978, data definftions have
progressively’ been made " more rigorous to improye  inter-state
comparability. Further progress is required and will continue. The
data in this current report are reasonably comparable, particularly 1if
properly augmented by knowledge of the specfal contributing factors
unique to each state. In this Pegsrd, readers are strongly urged to
contact their State Higher Education Finance Officer for additional

e information and interpretation.

-

Incomplete Data

I1linois and Ohig did not report appropriations for ' research,.
agriculture and health public services, and medical schools. « To
. maintain the comprehensiveness of this report and establish U.S. totals,

- these appropriations have been assigned based on the national average
16.6 percent ‘of total appropriastions. Using the national aVetagg\\
percent eliminates the differential effeat of res-ag-med. appropriations

r these two states. All ratios dependent on the assigned
appropriations for Illinois and’Ohio dre identified by the symbol *, andy
? should be interpreted with caution.
. | . iid - / )
v 1 ’
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HOW STATES COMPARE IN FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION 1984-85
Estimgtes for Public Institutions - S

by
Kent Halstead

This report is published annually in the spring to present current fiscal
year appropriations and supporting datf for comparative analysis of state
financing of public higher education. The timeliness of the report 1is
possible through the cooperation of the $tate Higher Education Finance
Officers (SHEFO), and reliance on procedures for Ehe early preparation and
collection of data established by M. M. Chambers. :

A}
In the absence of absolute standards, the establishment of relative
position through interstate comparisons is a primary means for judging
funding adequacy and identifying performance goals. This report presents
a model of state rankings for interstate comparison of seven independent
factors~ plus eight derived measurements which together represent the-
principal state conditions and financial actions underlying and governing
appropriation levels. Thetext sﬁplains the design of the model and its
use, defines the measurements, and presents a limited mscro -analysis.
This background should permit users to analyze and ipterpret individual
state data. However, users are strongly encouraged to contact the
appropriate State Higher Education Finance Officer, identified on the
inside cover,: for proper inclusion of relevant epecific state conditioms.
A technical appendix provides greater detail on data definitions for
financial and budget officers.

The seven factors of ,the model. are presented in three tables. Table 1
presents the factors independently by state in rank order for fiscal year
1985, Table 2 presents the factors collectively By state in alphabetical
order. Table 4 preseuts the factors by state historically for fiscal

1 Y ¢

This “study focuses on the major responsibility of states to support
public higher education through appropriations to state institutions' and
through aid to students attending these institutions, and the additional
support providedffstate citizens by ‘payment of tuition. This concentration
is justified by recognizing that 96 percent of state and local governmenf
funding for higher education' goes to the public sector, and that
appropriations and tuition copstitute 87 peté§nt of the tdtal educational
and general revenues _(excluding governoment contracts) of public
institutions. Appropriations to private institutions and for aid to,

studehgs not~ nding in-state pub}ic institutions are important parts of
the overalff; rt of higher education in many states. But the absence
here of this ger perspective should not seriously distract from the

immediate value/.of concentrating on the financing of public institutions
as a major distinct entity. ‘

2 Chambers collects state appropriation data in the fall of each year
through reports by key state officials to his monthly newsletter
GRAPEVINE. See, M.M. Chambers, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for
Operating Expenses of Higher éducation, National Association of State
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, Washington, D.C. Y

o
r ¢
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years 1978 through 1985. The basic ﬁate on which the factors are* ’
calculated are presented in table 3 for fiscal year 1985 and historically
in table 5. N

. " .
Model Description . ST

The model 1is intended to report the principal factors governing state
- supqﬁrt of public higher education, to indic@ite how these factors inter-
relate and their relative importance and susceﬁ;ibi}ity to change, and, to
encourage interstate comparisons to tdentify bgnchmarks for performance
appraisal. While the individual measurements are accurate, the analysis,
‘focused at the state level, lacks e refinement of institutional detlil
necessary for a comprehensive study. The model should therefore be used
primarily as an early guide to current state fimancing to be followed by

more rigorous and detailed institutional level anég&sis.
] . . .

The model is designed to take advantage of the early collection of state

appropriations by M. M..Chambers. Modification.of the Chambers' data plus

additional concurrent data, has been secured from the 51 )State Higher

" Education Finance Officers’ .to present’ as rimely and c lete a state

level analysis as. possible. Design featurgs include a formula structure

to show the intergelationships of the variables, and state .ranking and

1ndexing to indicate .relative position. LA

- L]

The model consists of sgeven independent faétors (numbered) and eight

derived or dependent factprs (short titled). They are organized according

to four functions: derivatjon of enrollment load, state fiscal actions,

role of tuition, and total support level. ‘. o (

Student annual full-time-equivalent enrollment (ENROL) 1is derived by

applying an attendance expansion ratio (#2) to state high school graduates

(#1). The. expansion ratio reflects the general attractiveness and

l‘ accessibility of state institutions relative to the principal enrollment
source. ‘ ,

Resident -Student Attendance Expansion ~ Student Enrollment

| Source (#1) ¥ Ratio (#2) . _ (ENROL)

¢ : ' A
. ‘ )

. Ny

v

3 For financing revenue and expenditure datail by gpstitutionalstype} See
Marilyn McCoy an8 Kent Halstead, Financidg Higher Education {n the Fifty
States, 4th Edition (FY 1982 data), National Center for Higher Education -
Management Systems, Boulder, Colorado, 1984, 546 pp. Price $29.95 plus
50¢ per book for shipping. Order from NCHEMS Publication Department,.P.0.
Drawer P, Boulder;_cdlorado 80302, telephone (303) 497-0390, ’

. ]

‘ “ The indebtedness of .the author to ‘the State Higher Education Finance
Officgys extends beyond the time they have given to collect and process
the highly refined and thus comparable data required for this report.
Many officers, individually and through a review committee, have provided
constructive commentary that has proven invaluable. The ; report 1is thus
very much a joint effort, ) :

/
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State fiscal actions in support of education involve the application of

taxing effort (#5) to a state's inherent wealth or tax capacity (#4), and

allocation (#6) of the resulting collected tax revenues (TAX) to higher

education as education appropriatiofis (APP). Education appropriations

reported per Btudent are for the student related functions of instruction,

academic and institutional support, student services, and plant operation.
. - They exclude state fundifig of research, agriculture and health public

. services, and medical schools (Res-Ag-Med). ' .

+

Tax Revenues (TAX)

— ]
Tax Tax Allocation to Public Education
Capacity (#4) X Effort (#5) * Institutions (#6) = Appropriations
. ENROL .* per Student
, ‘ - ) (APP)

The role of tuition 1is reported by the "tuition factor" (#7) which
indicates the relative contribution of tuition versus appropriations..
Appropriations multiplied by the ¢uition factor equal estimated tuition
revenues (TUITION). '

Education . [ Tuiti ) - Estimated Tuition
Appropriations x [:cmtogﬂ(#b) - -1.00f = per Student
‘ Per Student (APP) : - {TUITION)

Total financial support is labeled as an OUTPUT and equals state and local .
government education approprfations plus tuition revenues. Reported on a
'per annual FTE student basis, this total repreaentg an overall' support
leved of achievement which can reasonably be compared” state-to-state.

APP + TUITION = OUTPHT

The model is summarized as a set of INPUTS, multiplied by a PROCESS to
equal- the OUTPUT. The inputg are three of the independent factors (tax
capacity, high school graduates, and attendance expansion ratio) which are
relatively stable and limited to only modest change by governmental
action. The process factors (tax effort, allocation to education, and the
tuition factor) ar? adjustabl® by legislative action and constitute the

fiscal meanj for yearly updating of state funding levels. v
INPUTS X PROCESS - OUTPUT
e A oy —_—— A ' !

#6/ (81 x #2) Y85 x #6 x #7 oo

A
]

Comparability would be further improved by correcting for geographical
differences in «the prices colleges and universities pay for goods and
services. Such an index, currently not available, is discussed as a note
in the appendix. - ¢

3



Funding- requirements- differ by type of institution, such as the additional

costs at univérsities associated with graduate education, semior faculty,
research, and, public, services.” The System Support Index, SSI, (#3)
measures the relative student related funding requirements (based on
national per student related expenditures) of the particular mix of
institutional enrollments in a state's public higher education system.
The System Support Index 1s considered a separate independent INPUT
factor. Multiplying student enrollment (ENROL) by the. SSI derives an
adjusted student measure, SYSTEM LOAD, which reports the institutional and
student related funding needs of higher education due- “to a - gtate's
absolute level of enrollment and q;tendance pattem.‘

Dividipg dollar amounts per tudent by the System Support Index
establishes values Telative to]sstate system funding‘' requirements. The
measurements of education appropriations, tuition, OUTPUT, INPUTS, and
PROCESS are each converted in this mamner to report amounts relativé to
the state system's financial requirements. Values, are reported as indexeg
relative to the U.S. aerage and are state ranked, .

* Al [ ]

The model is designed for the study of public higher education financing
by individual states. The following analyses ‘are suggested: (1) selection
of peer states for ‘ comparative study and ‘to identify perfomgnce
benchmarks and possible goals; (2) establishment of a state's relative
position for each of the seven independent factors, and determination of
"the consequences of a high or low positiod on the dependent conditions
(enrollment, tax revenues, . and tuition) and on final education
appropriations and tuition OIH'PU'.Q; (3) review of the status of INPUT
conditions to determine the desirability of long-run whange; (4) review of
the financial PROCESS factors to determine recommendations for immediate
legislative action; and (5) trend analysis of factor values to determine
improvement or retrograde change and to develop projections for planning.

«
L
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Measurement Definitions .

. (These data elements are defined in the technical appendix.)

) /
The model measurements are ratios using the following nine basic data
elements identified by letters A through I:

A. Population . F. State & Local Gov t ApprOpriations

B. - High School Graduates  G. System Support Index ' i:
C. Public FTE Enrollment H. Estimated Tuition Revenues

D. Tax Capacity . ¢ I, Disposable Personal Income °

E. Tax Revenues

¢

$ ] ‘ .
#1--RESIDENT STUDENT SOURCE Public and nonpublic high school graduates
per 1,000 population. (B/A) .

The major responsibility of a public higher education system is to provide
educational opportunity to state .residents. Thus, a state's high school
graduates are the - primary source of entering freshmen at public
institutions and, therefore, the best single starting base ‘for deriving
total enrollments. :

#2-~ATTENDANCE EXPANSION RATIO Annual full-time-eq valent .enrollment in
public institutions of higher edgﬁhtion per high school graduate. '
(c/B) : T

The attefidance expansion rdatio essentially measuyes the degree to which a

state provides attractive public higher education opportunities to both

resident and nonresident students relative to its high ’mhool graduates.

The ratio indicates the degree to which a state has "extended" its higher

education endeavors beyond its pridEip§1 responsibility to resident high

school graduates. Large values indicate states heavily in the "business"

of public higher educdation “compared to their basic enrallment potential.

The index reflects the net effect of the entrance rate of high school
graduates into state institutions, in-migration of out-of-state students,
the retention of students 1n college, and the degree to which students are
enrolled part-time as opposed to full-time. The entrance of high school
graduates further reflectg their preparedness for college, the financial
and geographical accessibility of suitable college programs, &nd student,
parental, and community disposition toward attendance at state
1nstitd\$ons. ’ \ W ,
ENROL-STUDENT ENROLLMENT Annual average full-time-equivalent enroll--
ment in public institutions of higher education per 1,000
population. (#1 x #2)

Student count is the basic financ{al logd measure of this study. It is
applicable as a load measure only to funding that supports student-related.
functions; viz., instruction, academic and institutional support,_stﬁdent ,
services, and operation and mafntenance .of the physt@al plant.
Appropriations for these functions are i1dentified as "education"

' appropriations and are obtained by excluding sums for sponsored research,

agriculture and health care public services, and medical schools. !

s , Sl ‘10
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Sgghent count, as a financial load measure, makes no distinction between
the varied support requirements of the different types of institutions.
Dividing appropriations by student enrollment indicates the level of
funding available to purchase. educational resources for- the average
individual student without taking into account the type of institution
attended. ' {“* '
Annual average FTE enrollment 4s based on total yearly+ student
credit-hours, including summer sessions, but excluding enrollment in the
schools -of - medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, and -Jsteopathic
medicine. Full-time-equivalency for undergraduate students 1is 15
‘credit~héurs per semester or quarterg for graduate . students, 12
credifihgurs. Non-credit enreollment in vocational-technical programs is
converted on 'g{he basis of 875 contact hours per year equals one annual FTE
student. The current year annual enrollment 1is projected from the
previous year's value based on .the ratio of corresponding year fall
enrollments. -’ ’ .
#3-~STATE HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM SUPPORT INDEX (SSI) %nscmcted state
( and loeal government education appropriations and tuition revenues per
student based on application of national average rates by type of
dostitution to state eanrollment mix. Expressed 48 an index relative
to the U.S. average equal to 100. S%parate indexes are also reported
for education appropriations (SSIa) and tuition (SSIt). (G)

‘The _pasic -measure of financial load -in this study is annual average FTE-
student enrollment count. However, the type of institution attended—-its

mission, level of "instruction, and associated quality factors-——affect

'student costs. Thus student. support requiremefits vary substantially from
one type of institutioh to anether because of differences in average class

-81ge, faculty salary level, academic support requirements, public service

role, administrative overhead, plant operation and maintenance, research,

hospital operations, and economies-of-scale. N

Universities with large graduate and upper division enrollments, a large
.senior faculty, and an emphasis on research and public service, have
missions that inherently require a high level of funding. Since student
count measures only a portion of this institutional load, universities
appear "expensive" to operate on a per student basis. Two-wedr colleges

on the other hand, are much less "costly” per student because enrollmén

is a .fairly accurate measure of load for their primsry mission of
providing instruction at the lower division. States with proportionately
more students enrolled in universities have financial loads that are. as

- much as 18 percent sbove the national average. States with proportionately

more students enrolled in four-year and two-year colleges have system
support requirements that are as much as 12 percent below the national
average. . / v :
This study distinguishes and emphasizes student related "education"
appropriations (as opposed to total appropriations) which excludes state
sums for gponsored research, agriculture. and health public service
programs, dngd medical schools. The -appropriation System Support - Index
(SSIa)y consequently measures the relative student related appropriation
requirements of a state's system of public higher education due to

s
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differences between the state's enrollment pattern by type of institution
and the national average pattern. A SSla of 115, for example, means that
the state's enrollment pattern, if fudded at national average education
appropriation rates, requires 15 percent more support per student than the
national average enrollment pattern. Dividing appropriations per student
by the SSIa relates appropriations to the system's financial needs.

-

- Similarly, the tuition System Support Index (SS1t) méasurea the tuition

that would be secured if the state's enrollment pattern received tuition

revenues at national average rates. Dividing tuition per studgnt by the

§SIt relates tuition revenues to a level that would normally be expected.
. N a g

The SSI (representing both education appropriations and tuition) 1is used

to derive the -SYSTEM LOAD measure. :

The System Support Index and its two subcomponents are based on recognized
differences in education appropriations and tuition support requirements
for 10 types of institutions: four universities (major research, research,

intermediate, and 'small); comprehensive and general baccalaureated¥

four-year colleges; academic -and occupational two-year . colleges; and
health professional and other professZGnal schools. The validity of
applying the SSI to a given state is bafed on the assumption that state's
financial requirements for each type of institution are similar to

 national average eéducation appropriation and tuition rates.  Where this is

true, the SSI establishes interstate comparability of ’sys load.

Definitions and a table of the percent distribution of eanrollients for
these imstitutions by state is presented in the technical appendix.
’ A

s
\J

SYSTEM LOAD-~SYSTEM FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS Annual FTE students in public
4nstitutidns of higher education adjusted'for system support require-
ments per 1,000 population.’ (ENROL x #3)

" This is a measure of the fimancial load of a state's higher education

system resulting from the combined effects of enrollment and the design of
the spetem itself. The logd is reported in annual FTE students adjusted.
for the ' education appropriation and tuition funding requirements
associated with the enrollment mix by type of imstitution within the
state's system. ﬁiv1ding education appropriations plus tuition by the
SYSTEM LOAD (reported as the OUTPUT megsdne) indicates how well the system
is being funded_ by these combined revenues. * - )

#4—-TAX CAPACITY Potential state and local tax revenue as measured by
the "representative tax system" per capita. (D/A)
This index measures the ability or potential of state aad local
governments to obtain revenues for public purposes through various kinds
of taxes. The wealth of local residents. 1is only one source of tax
revenues; therefore, this measurement 18 not equivalent to per capita
persondl income. .Tax capa s measured here by a representative tax
system that defines the ta ity of & state and its local governments
as the amount of revent 3d raise (relative to other state-local
governments) 1if every s al system applied identical tax rates
(national averages) to thei ective tax bases. The sum of capacities
for all states equals the U.S. total tax revenues collected.

-
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:i? #5--TAX EFFORT _ State.'sgfid-lafal . govérnment ‘tak révenues cdllected as a
- percent of stat and ‘locag-®ax -gapacity. . (E/D) - - - L '

’ . " . ' ‘,‘ A .. ) ) . 4 )
.. "Tax effort measures the yaf'céntage- »of state and 1ldcal government tax -
. - capacity that is actually ubed. The tax revenues collected for-all states
" equals total tax capac  nationwide. * Since the nationyide effort
- ;. heasure, by- definition, 1MF100 percent, the measures for individual states
e 1ndicate-h§w.tpey comfgre in ;aqgcolleqtion performance wigﬁ‘the national

¥ L

average., .. , L
- TAX--TAX REVENUES ~ State and local tax revenue collected. per capita.

Collected tax revenues represeft the' wealth available to state snd local-’
» Bovermments for public use, The index ‘essentially 4identifies  "rich"
. versus "poor" states agcording to current tax income. However, these
esignations must be tempered by the fact-that some states have. greater
socia]l needs than others. ' This increases"'tﬁe.'fafetitioﬁ for funding
' ternative useg so that even "rich" statés maysexperience scarce
dollars Arf financing certain public programs. Some apparently "poor"
states, on the other hand, may have less than average requirements for
certain public services, so that' support dollars are more readily
available. Also price #8PPlerences among the states affect the purchasing
power of governmment reWggifes. Although a "geographical price index" is
. not currentiy available, its importance warrants discussion, as is noted
© - in the technical appendix. - . x

+ #6—ALLOCATION,T0 PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION . Percent of state and local
' °  government collected taxgrevenues that are appropriated or levied for
education operating expemses of public 1institutions, (Fa + ¥h ~Fc)/E.
The cent. allocated for total appropriations igawreported ° in
: parentheses. : :
L4 s -t \ /
- this ratio suggests the relative itwportance and requirements of financing
ﬁ ) the education and related supporein functions of public higher education
to the funding of other public services in the state and local government
budggt. The case for greater allocation must be made against competing 't
claims of other public service programs. Accordingly, evidence that
education should receive a greater share of the state budget is suggested
by relatively lower education appropriations per student jggpared with
more favorable unit funding of other public services. g

F

PO The allocation rate fpr total appropriations, Phown in parentheses,
ipcludes public serVice programs which are not comparable state-to-state.
This' measure should be used only as an indicator of the total allocation
requirements of the state's higher education system.:. :

A

APP--EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS PER STUDENT State and local tax . revenues
\?pproprfﬁced or levied for current operating education expenses of =

public ‘institutions per annual FTE public student (TAX x .#6/ENROL).

;g Also reported is an index of education appropriations relative to

* . system financial load requirements (APP/SSIa), the seven-year trend

- . in -appropriations in constant dollars, appropriations per student

relative to tax capacity per capita, and research-agriculture--

medical appropriations as a percentage of total appropriations and in

dollars per capita. '
. -8 -~
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In this scﬁdy, appropriations for researgh, agriculturé and health care

‘ public services, and medical schools are Bubttactgd from total

appropriations td equal education appropriations., - Education ’

<

.appropriastions are essentially used for stddent related functions of

inqtrpctfbn; libraries, - comput{ng, and other academic upport;
adnin‘sprative services; student services; and operation and maihtenance
of the physical plant. Education appropriations per anmual FTE student

. indicates the commitment of tax revenues of stdte gnd local governments to

support..these functions *at public institutions of higher edugation

~consistent with available funds, competing public'services, and expressed

institytional requirements. It indicates the resources available £rom the
state tqQ provide educafional servicgs to the average individual student
without™taking. into accodnt the type of ipstitution attended.

v .

of .funding for public institutions. Hoyever, since some states rely

. . . . - . . y
The level of educa(jon‘appropriations;shozégrbe judged as the major source

heavily on student tuition to offset lower apprdpriations, total funding
from both sources as reported by the OUTPUT measure should.be recognized
as a more® comprehensive andq fair measure of support for comparison

purposes;. ‘ P - . -

In five states—— Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, Colorado, and

. Delaware=-having a high proportion of non-residents and high non-resident
" tuition charges, appropriations primarily support resident students and

fire set 1in large measure according to their enrollment. Reporting °

. appeopriations and tuition peér unidentified student fails, in these

inqtances, to describe the distinctive workings of these two ,revenues
relhtive to resident and non-resident students. For these five states,
8 ;o’a lessor degree for some other states, reporting low appropriations
and high tuition per unidentified student wmasks the fact that just the
opposite condition: exists for resident students; viz., that appropriatiomms
are much higher and tuition much lower. This condition is identified in

_ the talles by a D symbol following the appropriation and tuition amounts
? fi ,

involved. . '

- - ~ -

Education appropriations are also reported relative to system financial
load; 1i.e., per annyal FTE student amounts are divided by the
appropriation component of the System Support Index (SSIa) to reflect
funding relative to what would be expected if national average education
appropriation rates were applied to the state's enrollment pattern. Since
this dollar amount per student is hypothetical, values are reported only
as indexes relative to the U.S. average equal to 100. The index reports
how well the education and related supporting functions of a state's

8
Medical schools, while academic 1in nature, are ‘excluded because of
their exceptional funding requirements and the inconsistent

responsibility among state systems for providing medical education.
Inclusion of the funding of these schools would distort per student
amounts. ‘ )

See '""Basic Data Description" section for detailed description of these
appropriation components. :

\ng " ' _e- 14
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publfc higher education syBtem are funded relative to its y unique
support requirements (as’ interpreted by application of nationziiEerage
dollar .rates to  enrollment. mix). In this sense, , state-to-state
comparisons of inod®x values are fair. '

4

' Note that a university oriented state sgt'em may have well above average
education appropriations 'per student, yet the system, relative to its high
funding needs, is poorly supported. Conversely, a system emphasizing
" two-year cofleges and undergraduate education with relatively low support

v requirements» may be well. funded with only average‘per student educatson

. support. Both measures are interrelated  but distinctive. 1Institutions
and faculty may be more concerned with the index of support relative to

. system needs$ studentg and parents may be more concerned with education

. support per student ungdjusted » S

Also repotted is the FY 1978 to FY 1985 seven-year trend of ed:cation
' appropriations per student in constant dollars. 8deflator: used was the
1ncre.a'e in the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI)" for FY 1978 to 1984
and an estimated #6.5 percent for FY 1984 to 1985. The derived seven-year
inflation 1s 72 percent. Dividing FY 1985 by FY 1978 education

appropriations and then by 1.72 equals the seven-year percent change of -

appropriations in dollars of constant 1nstitutiona1 purchas:lng pover.

‘ The ratio of education apptopriations per student to tax capacity per

capita 4indicates a state 8 funding achievement relative to potential .

ability to pay. High index wvalugs report a combined exceptional
y collection and allocation oY tax revenues for a relatively small base of
tax capacity and student enrollment ,load. Low values conversely suggest
that taxing effort and/or allocation 'is low compared to a relatively large
tax potential and/or student load. )
Res~-Ag-Med appropriations are for research, major publ:lc services, and
medical schools, and are dependent upon state gpblic service needs and
their assignment to public institutions. ey are restricted by
legislative budget 1line~item 1identification or by institutional
designation for the direct operations and administrative supporfy of (1)
organized research, (2) agriculture experiment stations and cgoperative
extension services, (3) teaching or affiliated hospital operations and
public service patient care, and (4) schools of medicine. dentistry,
veterinary medicine, and osteopathic medicine. '

Res~Ag-Med J appropriations are reported as a percent of total
appropriations to indicate their relative importance in the total funding
of a state's public higher educgfion system. States have widely varying
commitments and respousibilities for research, agriculture, and medical

education and public service. Further, assignment of these"

esponsibilities to the public higher educstion system versus other state
gencies differs from state-to-state. Consequently the Res-Ag-Med
ppropriation percentage 1is useful only to suggest within a state the
“ relative size and scope of the higher education public service program.

]

8 The Higher Education Price Index is published, ahnually in September by
Research Associates of Washington, 2605 Klingle Rd NW, Washington, DC
20008.
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: **Peréentages should oot he competitively compared state-to-stgte.**
. Since the Yesearch-agriculture-médical ‘functions primarily séYve state
+  residents, the per capita measure (in pare:}t'heses) gives some, indication

of the - size of these activities assigned to public colleges and"
. universities relative to overall need as simply expressed by population .

count,
#7--TUITION FACTOR Ratio ‘of state and local government education
appropriations plus student tuition revemues ' tq state and local ]
\ governuent education appropriations. (Fa + Fb - Fc # H)/(Fa + Fb - Fc)

'y . .
This ratio reports the relative roles of tuition and education
appropriations in state financing of public institutions. A value of .
1.25, for example, means that tuition revenués equal 25 percent of
.education appropriations. Higher ratios may reflect a large proportion of
out-of-state students paying high non-resident tuition rates. - To Bome »
extent, the ratio reflects the balance a state places on the returns of
higher education to the individual versus society and the ‘resulting
expected proportional payment. High values reflect the position that the
individual is the primary benefactor of his education and that students
and their parents should, accordingly, pay for most of the costs. Low
values reflect the position that large social benefits result from higi'ber
education and that state gnd local governments should recognize these
returns through & high appropriation suSaidy.

Tuxnon-‘ks'rmfm TUITION PER STUDENT Net tuition and fee revenues of

' ~ public higher education per annuasl FTE public student. APP(TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00) Also reported. is an index of  tuition revenues per
s‘tudent,adjusted for the types of institutions attended (TUITION/SSIt), v

Tuition revenues, net of state appropriated student financial aid and S

tuition waived, represent the student  buyer's payment for education '

services received. The absolute level of tuition should be consistent

with benefits derived, ability to pay, and interpreted balance between

individual and state returns. Tuition at competing institutions may also

have to be taken into account. High tuition can be justified during

financial difficulties by the need to fully tap every source.. Yet many

states believe high tuition 1is inimical’to the basic concept of equal

opportunity, .and they establish low charges to provide easy access and

prevent financial hardship. States .with low tuition generally have a

higher percentage of high school graduates going to college. Lower income

parents and students especially are very dependent on low-tuition to gein

access to a higher education. . 5

Tuition per student indicates the net tuition paid by a hypothetical
average individual public studént (1ocluding resident and non-resident,
undergraduate and graduate students) without recognizing the type of
institution attended. Below average net tuition indicates that student
charges, in general, are less than the nationdl nomm. In five
states--Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, Colorado, and Delaware--tuition
revenue 1s high because of high rates charged a 1large non-resident
enrollment, This condition "is identified by & o symbol following the /
tuition amount for the five states involved.

e
[ v
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\ Since tuition \Ratges vary by type of institution, the enrollment mix

v

‘within 'a state's, higher education system will affect revenues from this

source. To establish conparability while taking into account the
organization of a \state's public system, net revenues per. student are
divided by the tu}tion component of the System Support Index (SS1It).
Since the dollsr amount per student so adjusted is hypot.beticai. values
are reported only as indexes relative to the U.S..average equal té 100.

. The index indicates the degree of over- or ynder-charging in a staté

‘relative to the tuition level that would be obtained if national average
dollar rates were applied to the state's enrollment mix. ® Indexes 1lgssg
_ than. 100 indicate that tuition revenues in, the state are less than the
national everege for the state' 8 ‘enrollment pattern.

N ' €
Tuition revenues per student are also reported relative to person
disposable income per capita as a general indicator of charges relative to
resident ability to pay. In the five states with large non-resident
enrollments, this ratio 1is substantially overstated and should be so
interpreted. . .
. : , ‘
The seven-year trend of tuition revenues per student in constant dollars
is reported for FY 1978 to FY 1985. The deflator used was the HEPI as
previously discussed. A negative percentage indicates that tuition has
mnot kept pace with the inflation affecting institutional operations.

OUTPUT--EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS AND ESTIMATED " TUITION REVENUES PER
STUDENT = - / 2 :
Estimated student tuition revenues ,and state and local tax revenues
appropriated for current operating educqtion expenses- of public higher
edugation per annual FTE student.. (APP + TUITION) Also reported 18 an
index ~of education appropriations' and tuition revenues relative to
system financial load requirements (OUTPUT/SSI).

Tuition and education appropriations reflect the primary financial
comitnent of state residents and enrolled non-resident students to
support public higher education instmction and related ‘academic and
administrative support. Per student amounts indicate the average
resources from these two sources available to provide educational services
to individual students without accounting for the type of institution

‘gttended. These resources provide the 1ingredients of education and

establish its quality—faculty, class size, equipment, library, student
services, administration, and facilities. More efficient wuse and
economies of scale extend these resources. ; :
{

Education appropriations and tuition revenues are also reported as, an
index relative to system financial load. High index values indicate that
revenues from these two sources are higher than the national norm’for the
types of institutions in the state. Low irdex values ‘{ndicate that
revenues are less than what would be expected if the state’ 8 system were

. funded at nationsl average rates. . :

The seven-year trend of appropriations and tuition revenues per student’it;
constant dollars is reported for FY 1978 to FY 1985.
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mpurs--ﬁo'rmmx. TAX REVENUES PER STUDENT Potential tax dollars per
annual FTE student. (#4/#1 x #2) Also reported is an index of
potentisl tax dodlars relative to system financial support requirements
(INPUT /SSI).
The thre input factors (resident student source, attendance expansion
ratio, -and tax capacity) togéther pstablish a state's basic tax potential
-to finance, public higher education relative to student enrollment load.
These fac ors are- relatively stable inherent state conditions generally
subject to only modest or slow alteration.. States with high INPUT levels
have great economic potential to finance publit higher education through
combination of high tax capacity and relatively low student enrollmentA
States with a low capacity-load ratio must fully tap a mbdest potential ifJ
) pq\}ic ingtitutions are to be adequately supported. . /
. - /
¢ Potential tax revenues per student indicate the tax resources potentially
availablel in the state to provide educational’ servites to 1ind®vidual
,8tudents without taking into account the type of higher education system
involved. Potential tax revenues relative to the state's public system
financial |load requirements are reported as an index.

PROCESS::UOHLECTIVE PINANCIAL ACTIONS. Percent utilization of INPUT
factors to-equal OUTPUT. (#5 x #6 x #7). Also reported is ap index of
PROCESS factors relative to system financial support requirgments
(PROCESS/SSI). , . v

The comb ed PROCESS factors (tax effort, allocation to public higher
education;, and tuition factor) are theé financial actions that establish
the degree to which the INPUT potential tax' dollars per student are
actudlly utilized to achieve the OUTPUT support level provided. These
three factors are subject to modification through legislative and/or
fostitutional decisions. States with high PROCESS levels are making a

" great effort to finance public higher education, often because of low
INPUT con&itions. States with low PROCESS percentages either can afford to
do -8s0 because of excellent INPUT conditions or are satisfied with
relatively low financing. -

- 3
{

The three PROCESS.factors relative to the state's public system financial
load requirements are reported as an index.

4



" General ‘Macro Findings

¢ ‘ -
’ . . '

The model is designed for individual state ahalysis by 1local higher

" education finance officers, legislators, and citizens. Beyond this micro
" focus, some general observations can be made regardipg the overall (macro)

role of state governments and students in financing public higher
educa;ion. ’ ‘

-~

’

- ) ' A .
variance. Variance 1is Yefined here as the mean  deviation (from the q.s.

average) of the highest five_and lowest five states for any given measSure.
Among the PROCRSS factors, #6, Allocation, has the greatest variance,
*48 percent (+53% to - 43%), followed by #5,.Tax Effort, *37 percent, and
#7, Tuition Factor, %37 percent. This greater latitude in allocation
practices among states contributes more to the variation in resulting
funding lévels than any other controllable fiscal factor.

- -~

\ . ‘ C '
The INPUT factor showing greatest variance is #4, Tax Capacity, 55

percent (+85% to - 25%) which dramatizes the great disparity among states
in tax wealth due primarily to recent increases in value of mineral
deposits. The' Attendance Expansion Ratia, #2, also has a large variante,
46 percent, showing that some states have become heavily involved in the
"business” of higher education, while others have chosen to be "debtors"
by encouraging their residents to attend out-of-state and private
institutions as well as local public colleges. .Low variancé occurs for
factor #1, sident Student Source, 220 percent, and factor #3, System

Support Index, 113.5/pQ£§;:t.
Relationship Between OU T, INPUTS, AND PROCESS. INPUTS and PROCESS

factors have an 1inverse relationship. States with high INPUTS can and
generally do have low PROCESS values. Yet the INPUT conditions are so

favorable that the resulting OUTPUT usually remains- high. Thus, wealthy

states with few students generally provide higher than average financing.

States with low INPUT conditions must and do have high PROCESS actions
that produce a wide range of OUTPUT 1levels. Poor states with _many
students must strugfle to raise even average-level appropriations 'and
tuition. .

”~

Key INPUT Factors. States with high INPUT levels (high tax dollars per

student) usually have a good Tax Capacity plus a combined low Attendance

Expansion Ratio and low System Support Index resulting in a low. student

and system load. Low INPUT levels are usually the result of an above
average Attendance Expansion Ratio and System Support Index resulting in a

high student and system load, plus average to low Tax Capecity. 'The

Attendance Expansion Ratio is the most important INPUT factor, since in
large measure jt is policy determinant, responsive to public preference
and legislative action. The ratio correspondingly exMibits a wide range
of values reflecting this dependency. These conditions establish
remarkably different capabilities to fund education relative to dent
load, ranging from Alaska with $124,000 potential tax dollars per*annual
FFE student, to Mississiﬂfa with only $24,000 per student. '

N . N
Key PROCESS Factors. Of the three PROCESS factors, the Allocati!nlkate,

as expected, 1s the strongest financial action taken by states in
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financing higher education. States with a high PROCESS level usually
allocate an apove average percentage of their collected tax revenues to
higher education, although there are many exceptions (e.g., Michigan which
relies on a high Tax Effort and high Tuition Factor). Low PROCESS states
generally have below average Allocation Rates. Neither Tax Effort nor the
Tuition Factor appears to correlate significantly with the final PROCESS
level. No state has high values for all three PROCESS factors. Wisconsin
and Alabama, the highest ranking states in PROCESS, rank 3rd and 32nd in

o1 Tax Effort, 25th and 1lst in Allocatioh Rate, and 17th and 28th 1n the

-+ Tuition~Factor respectively. . .
Wealth and System Cost. Alaska, New York, New Jersey, and California, all

., with high tax revenues, operate the 1least expensive public higher-,
education systems. These lo#f cost systgms emphasize attendance at 4-year
and 2-year colleges with resulting ystem appropriation ‘support

. requirements (as measured by the System Stpport Index, #3) from 5 to 14
percent below the U.S., norm. Where fundinﬁ.requirenents-are*high. the
cause 1s often a historically predominant' university structure and a

. relatively small 2-year college system rather than inherent state wealth.

Relationship Between Appropriations and Tuition. Higher education$
appropriations can be accompanied by either high tuition (South Carolina-
and New Jersey). or low tuition (District of Columbia). In states with a
large proportion of out-of-state students paying ‘'high| non-resident
tuition nearly equal to costs, education appropgriations) mdp be set
primarily to support the resident enrollmént. uch 1is/the case in
Vermont, New Hampshire, Colorado, and to.a lessor ext Maine, where
appropriations relative tp total enrollment are substantially lower
because of this dependency on non-resident tutition.

Achievement Records. Four states—Wisconsin, Alabama, Arizona, and
Minnesota-~have done the most with the least and been shccessful. Ranking
lowest in INPUTS and highest in PROCESS, these four atates have done their
best to respond to an exceptionally difficult financial challenge and have
secured near or above average funding. New York also deserves special
notice for having responded %o high INPUT conditions (15th), not with a
typically low PROCESS level but with an equally high PROCESS (15th). ‘

In terms of performing least with the most with resulting low funding per

student, Florida and Oklahoma have high INPUT conditions yet respond with
\ a low PROCESS leading to a low OUTPUT.

§

\ Trends. The time span of seven years’th'which data 1is provided 1s
sufficient to reflect important trends. The dasta of tables 4 and 5 for
fiscal years 1978 and 1980 through 1985 generally reflect modest and
‘irregular changes. Occasidhally a sharper consistent change io one or
more measures may occur in’'a particular state. These should be noted and
the consequences of thelr possible continuation considered.

0f -special’ : importance 18" the maintenange of purchasing power. The
seten-year change 1in’ education approprigtions per student in constant
dollars 1s reported in table 1. Inflation of 72 percent for 1978-85 was
estimated based on the 1978-84 thange in the Higher Education Price Index
and a one year projection for 1984-1985 of 6.5 percent. RNationally,
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éducation appropriations' per student in constant dollars for the seven
year period were stable (-1.6%). However, in 17 states the purchasing
Yower of education approprlat:lons per student declined more than 10
percen{. In South Dakota education appropriations per student’ declined
" 28.6 percent during this seven year period!
. . e
A majority of states increased tuition faster thag infla®ion, with a seven.'
year nationwide ‘improvement im purchgsing power per student of 12.1
percent. There wgs tremendous,.variation awong states in this factor
demonstrating that tuition is a major policy issue subject to many
 considerations other than . the objective of serving as a source of
consistent financial support. In-ten states, the real value of tuition to
institutions declined. .,
A majority of ‘'states managed to increase appropriations and tuition
sufficiently to. offse inflation. Five states ~lost ; 8round
signfficantly--Wisconsin, Haahington. Nevadd, Nebr;gska. and South Dakota.
\
Erosion of the purchasing power of -appropriations and tuition per student
results in a reduction in the assets required to provide services to
students and faculty salaries WHICH CAN NEVER BE MADE UP FOR THE PERIOD
INDIVIDUALS' INVOLVED :

3

[
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TECHENICAL APPENDIX |

Qa’.

&

The appendix material prévides dgfinition details of interest to financial
officers and researchers.’ .i ‘ .

Basic Data Description and Release Scbedule

o

The nine elements of data used in the model are 1identifjed by an
alphabetical letter and described ipn this section. The time !elatiopships

among data are” shown below. - i -
- 1983, 1984 1985 ~
Jan Dec Jan Dec Jan Deé
' 7 ¢
A. Population | ' -Julx
o~ N
B. High School - Spring
Graduates
c. Enro Mament . Fall
D. Tax Capacity FY
E.. Tax Revenues FY
F. Appropriations FY O
G. System Support FY
Index
H. Estimated Tuition . , FY
-Revenues ‘
I. Disposable Calendar year

Personal Income
Resident Population, in thousands. '
Source: Current Population Reports: Population [Estimates and

Projections, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Washington, D.C. : .

High Schoof Graduates (public and nonpublic) Excludes equivalency
certificates gnd graduates Yfrom other programs.

Source: High' school graduate counts were obtained by State Higher
Education Finance Officers (SHEFO) from state departments of
education. Earlier data of this type 1is published in
Statistics of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools ,and
‘Statistics of State School Systems, U.S."Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics,

* Washington, D.C. : '
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C. Annual Average Full—Time—Equivalent Enrollment in Public Institutions .
. of Higher Education. S >

\.’

Source: Provided by State Higher Bducation Finance Officers (SHEFO):
For other enrollment. data see Faldl Enrollment in Higher
Education, 19—, U.S. Department of Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, Washington, D.C. '

14

Enrollment in this study 1s for the higher edutation universe
consipting of public imstitutions l4sted in the Education Directory
(1983-84) published by the National Center for Educatiom Statistics.
Institutions listed provide\ college~level studies, are authorized 'to
award. at least an associate degree, '‘and are accredited. An exception’
is made for inclusion “of ngn—listed state approved area vbcational-
technical institutes if they are ap integral part of the higher
education planning and budgeting effort; are funded as part of‘or in
concert with the higher education systenf; have a mission, size, ‘and
academic program similar to community, colleges; and are directing
efforts toward achieving accreditation. Only the area vocational-
technical colleges in Minnesota met these criteria. The inclusion of
. the Minnesota voc-tech enroliments is the only exception in this study
* to the institutional universe defined in the Education Directory.

[] ‘ ‘ .

_Enrollment for the above dniverse consists of students taking work
creditable toward an associate, bachelor's, or higher degree, and
those, students enrolled for credit or non-credit in a vocstional or
technical program that is normally terminal and-results in some other

" formal recognition below the baccalaureate. Students in non-credit
adult education courses and non-credit extension courses are excluded.
Such continuing education courses are often of irregular Jength and,
are primarily supported by tuition payments as opposed to
appropriations. '

- For the special comparative purposes of this study, enrollments in
- schools of medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, and osteopathic
medicine (referred to collectively as medical schools) are excluded.

Reported annual average FTE enrollment is computed as follows: total
yearly undergraduate credit hours (including sumer sessions. st the
end of the academic year) are divided by 15 and for graduate students
by 12; the resulting sum is divided by 2 1if on a semester plan or by 3

. 1f on 8 quarter plan. (These conversion factors are derived by
dividing ‘the total number of credits required for completing a degree
program by the number of terms normally requirkd of a fully-engaged
student to obtain such credits.) Current FY annual FTE enrollment is
estimated based on a projected ratio with fall headcount; e.g., -FY
1985 annual FTE enrollment = FY 1984 annual FTE enrollment x (Oct 1984
headcount/Oct 1983 . headcount). In a few states, not identified,
credit hour’ coygnt was nQt. available. In these 4instances, FIE
enrcllment was determined dby establishing the full-time—equivalency of
part-time students.

For area vocational-technical institutes included in the institutional
universe, credit-hours for non-credit enrollments are estimated as
followg: 875 contact hours per year* = 30 semester or 45 quarter
credit-hours per year = 1 annual FTE sgydent. Only students enrolle

T B ¥
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E.

F.

- A

in an occupational or other program oriented course which results in
some form of certificate or other formal recognition are included.

* 35 weeks x 25 contact hours per week = 875 contact hours per year.

N4

Source: 19-- Tax Capacity ‘of the Fifty States, Advisory Commission on
' Intergovernmenfhl Relations, Washington, D.C.

State and Local Government Tax Capacity. in thoueands. ‘

Tax capacity for 1983 was estimsted based on projection of an

-~

~State and Local Government Tax Revenue Collected, in<thousands. .

eight-year plot (1975-82) of capacity values. R

§ource: Goveramental Finances in 19--, U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C. ' .

Tax revenues collé?ted for 1983 as reported by- the Bureay of the
Census were adjusted to conform to tax revenues as defined by the
representative tax system used for establishing tax capacity.

State and Local Government Tax Reve:&es Appropriated or Levied for
Operating Expenses of Public Higher Education, in thousands.
(Includes appropriated financial aid for studentg attending in-state
public institutions.)

Source: Provided by State Higher Education Finance Officers (SHEFO)
based on modification of origindl data colleced by M. M.
Chambers. See Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating
Expenses of Higher Education, 19-, M.M. Chambers, Office of
Research and dJInformation, National Association of State

' Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, Washington, D.C.

Total state (Fa) and local (Fb) government appropriations: :
a. are from state and local government taxes. Funds -from
1 Federal sources’ are excluded. Tuition charges collected by the
institution and remitted to the state as an offset to state
appropriations are excluded (they are reﬁ5rted only once as
TUITION).

b. are sums appropriated for current operating expenses at state
public institutions. Sums for capital outlay (new construction and
debt retirement) _and for private institutions are. excluded.
Deletéd from appropriations is an amozrt equal to any tuition used

for debt retirement.

c. include sums fof student financial aid to students attepding
state public institutions. Aid to students attending private or
out-of~-state institutions is excluded.

d. include sums destined for higher edugation but appropriated
to some other agency; e.g., funds intended for faculty fringe
‘benefits that are appropriated to the state treasurer and.disbursed
by him.

e. 1include sums for all activities and support elements of
higher educatipn including all non-credit instruction, nedical
centers and teaching hospitals, research  institutés and

- 19 -

- 24




FJ

laboratories, agricultural experiment stations and cooperative
{ extenslon services, public television, inter-callegiaté athletics,
board of regents, coordinating commission, centraldy administered
system support programs, fringe benefits, etc.

P .

restricted by" legislative budget line-item identification or by
institutional designation foy the direct operations and
administrative (excluding #direct costs) support of
a. research centers, laboratories, and ,ing :
separately budgeted by institutions for .
Included “is all hemlth science resedych. T¥ research 1s
generally an on-going program. Excluded .is discretionary use by
faculty of unrestricted appropriations supplemented 'by other
_ revenues for short-term research primarily an adjunct component of
. instruction (departmental ryesearch of an unsponsored nature).
. fuition revenues used for research- are identified as TUITION.

b. agriculture experiment stations and cooperative extension
services. - -

c. teaching or affiliated hospital operations and public service
patient, care. Included are all medical, dental, yeterinary,
optometry, pharmacy, mental health, nursing ‘and other health
science 1institutes, clinics, laboratories, disﬁansaries, etc.,
primarily serving the public. ’

d. schools of medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, and
/. osteopathic medicine, : s
. ~ ’
Education appropriations equal’ total state and local appropriations
less res—ag-med appropriations (Fa + Fb - Fc). '

and , sums '
research.

G. State Higher Education System Support Index.

Source: Derived from U.S. Deparé&ent of Education, National Center for
' Education Statistics fall 1981 enrollment datas, and finance
data from Financing Higher Education in the Fifty States, (4th
EditiofY, FY 1982), National Center f¢ Higher Education
Management Systems, Boulder, Colorado. Institutional
classifications were reviewed by the State Higher Educatién
Finance Officers. '

The system ,support index recognizes differences 1n education
appropriation support requirements and tuition revenues- for ten types
of institutions defined below. ~The definitions were used for initial
classification of institutions, with subsequent verification and
revisions in each state based on consultation with- the State Higher
Education Finance Officer. .
The four types of universities are institutions granting a minimum
of 30 ddéctoral level degrees (including firast professional medical)
on an annual basis in three or wmore program areas or
interdistiplinary program areas.
Major Research Universities--Twenty-three doctoral granting institu-
tions having sponsored research programs exceeding $48 million.
Research Univers1ties-—Tventy~ai§; doctoral granting institutions

Q - 20 - 25
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having sponsored research programs from $27 to $48 million annually._
Intermediate Universities--Thirty doctoral granting institutions

having sponsored research prograws between $11 and $27 million and
total educational and general expenditures greater than $100
million. ' : ‘
Small Universities—Thirty-three doctoral granting institutions having

L)

sponsored gtesearch pregrams less  than §$11 million and - total
educational and general expendit:ures usually less than 3100 million.

L -

Comprehensivg—-institutions with strong, diyerse graduate _programs

awarding primgrily masters degrees. Must grant a minimum of 30
post-baccalaureate degrees in three or more fields or have an
interdisciplinary program at the post-—baccalaureat.e level.

General Baccalaureate--institutions that pridarily enphasize general

vbder graduate educatton and are not engaged in .significan{ amounts

of graduate education. . . g

The two types of two-year institutions confer over 75 percent of

their awards for associate and/or certificate level study. )
Two-Year Academic and Comprehensive--institutions emphasizing as;ocnte

and certificate degrees. The number of degrees awarded in academic
areas must be 20 percent or more of all degrees awarded.
Two-Year Occupational-——institutions emphasizing occupational training.

Includes state approved area vocational-technical instituteg, when
these 1nstitutions are an integral part of the higher education
system. : .

-

Health Professiop_al—-"-institutions which are, primarily engaged in

health science education and which confer irst-professional medical
degrees,

Other Professional and Specielized-e diverse group of specialized

institutions such as education, engineering, divinity, business,
art, music, law schools, and other health schools (not awarding any
first professional medical degrees)

To compute the index, a constructed financial load per student is first
derived for each state by multiplying the enrollment at each type of
institution within the state by the respective national average
education appropriation (estimated) and tuition rates, summing the
derived prodycts, and %dviding by the state's total enrollment. This
constructed load divided by the average education appropriations and
tuition per student for all institutions for the U. $. equals the system
support index. Separate 1indexes are developed for education
appropriations (Ga), tuition (Gt), and education appropriations and
tuition (G). The fall 1981 FTE enrollment mix for each state and the
1981-82 national average education appropriations (estimated) and
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tuition rates9 per student ‘used in index compilati ‘\ate shown in the
table on the following page. . ("

H.

¢
&

National average education appropriation ' rates for. each type of
institption were—~ estimated as proportional = to ' expenditures for
instruction, academic and " institutional ‘support, student services,
operation and¥paintenhnce of the physical plant, and student aid.
Expenditutes medical schools were deleted from the estimatzf}

Tuition Revenues. ' ~

Sourcs P\ided by State Higher Education Finance Officers (SHEFO).
For ' other tuition data see Financial Statistic of
Jnstitutions of Higher Rducation, U.S. Depa nt of

. Education,  National Center for _Education tistics,
Washingtoéon, D.C. S h

- - ’
Tuition revenues consist of all tuition and fee charges aesessed
against students in the public higher education universe. Included
are tuition and fees which are remitted to the state as an off-set to
state appropriations. Charges for room, board, and other services

' rendered by auxiliary enterprises are not reported.,

To- establish comparability, all tuition revenues are considered
available for studept instructions Therefore any tuition and fees'
used for capital debt service is included as tuition (note that an
equivalent amount is deducted from appropriations to avoid double
counting).

Tuition revenues should relate to the public enrollment previously
defined and therefore exclyde amounts paid by students enrolled in
‘schools of medicine, dentis ry, veterinary medicine, and osteopathic
medicine. .

Net tuition equals total tuition as defiped above less: (1) the amount
of tuition waived or' ‘discounted by public institutions, and (2) state
appropriated student financial aid provided students attending
in-state public institutions.

Disposable Personal Income '

&

Source: Unpublished computer print-out from Department of Coﬁmerce,
- Bureau of Fronomic Analysis, Washington, D.C.

"

il

L]

Note that the appropriation and tuition rates associated with health

professionﬁl institutions have been set equal to that of major research
universities. This dction has the effect of essentially ecancelling out
any differential effect of medical school appropriations and tuition. -
This simplified adjustment, as opposed to detailed exclusion of medical
school enrollments~ and their rates, was necessary because of data
limitations.

' | ; -22 - iza;,
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d tuition rates per student, 1981-8

L)

State public FTE enrollment distribution by type of institution and national avera

state and local government appropriations an

Other
Prof

Health
Prof

Two-yr
Occyp

Two-yr
Acad/

2

College

Inter Small Compr Gen BA
Univ College

Univ

Research
Univ

Ma jor
Research

State
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Total U.S.

9
United States

7

7.8

8.0 1 5% 4.2 30.5

6.6

9.9

'34,540

$2,948
$940
$3,888

$1,508% $1,262
$6,048% $5,176

$4,540% $3,914

$2,311
$661
$2,972

M?l
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@ o @
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“w @»

$3,022
$925
$3.947

$3,186
$1,275
$4,461

$3,819
~ $1,461
$5,280

$3,728

$1,508
$6,048

S & L Approp.
Tuition Rev
Totsl

$1.418
$5,146

¢ T )
# Set equal to rate for major research university thereby excloding

the differential effect of medical school enrollments.
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Comparability of Data

To establish comparability, the differential effects of extraneous factors
must be eliminated so that the measurement being observed is exclusively
dependent on reported variables of immediate integest. In this study of
appropriated support of public higher education, the variables of
immediate interest are student load, system load, tax capacity and effort,
allocation rate, and role of tuition. With regard to the extraneous
« factors, improvements have been made to reduce variations in accounting
and reporting practices, and to provide data of greater detail to isolate
desired comparable components. Full-time-equivalent student enrollment is
now, for thé first time, based on ,credit-hours .shd caleulated by a
standard formula., Also, student related "education" appropriations a
now separately identified for, a closer tie with student load. //;Df“w

‘While some  technical problems of data comparability remain, the mbre

serious concerns are with concept and theory. Six such areas are cited
: .., below. They are listed in order of presumed seriousness. Currently the
- author is investigating only the first three problems. The scope of the
others may be beyond the capacity of this study. Also their complexity is
likely to prevent any short term resolution. < .

1. This study presents. education appropriations and tuition révenues
per student without- further identification of the student's residence
status. These measures properly report the overall roles of the two
revenues. However, tuition and appropriation rates are differentially set
for resident and non-resident students, with. some states charging -
non-resident tuition nearly equal to costd. Appropriations are set to
nearly cover the costs of educating resident students with minimal tuition
charge. Thus the two revenue sources have reverse roles for residents and
non-residents. This: dsbtinction is critical in a few states charging high
tuition to a large proportion of non-residents. Currently this condition
is identified for .five states in this study by a o symbol {(Colorado,
Vermont, New Hampsh&xe, Maine, and Delaware). Where this representation
ia a problem, revenues should be separately reported for residents and
non~-residents if an accurate picture of state financing based on the
determinate factors is to be presented.

To secure the necessary resident and non-resident enrolllent division
would require an exceptional' effort on ¢the part of the State Higher
Education Finance Officers. 1In some states the data are not readily
available, in‘others with small non-resident enyollments the distinction
is not important. With these conditions 1in mind, the feasibility of
collecting such data 1s belng investigated. Any collection of migration
ddta 1is 1l1kely to involve only the five states where this 1issue 1is
critical. 4 :

2. Three examples 1illustrate the inconsistencies among states in
budgeting and accounting procedures that reduce comparability of
appropriations. First, state governments have various practices regarding
remission of certain revenues and receipts by public institutions to the
state treasury. These remissions, in effect, lower actual funding from
state sources. Student tuition payments, interest earned, and indirect
cost recovery on spansored research are examples of revenues received by

r‘ . .
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institutions which in some instances are remitted to the state. 1In the
case of interest, the state may hold unexpended institutional
appropriations, retaining the interest earned. The state also may retain
interest on tuition revenues remitted by the institutions. To establish
, comparability of appropriations, amounts remitted, when an excegtion to
common state practice, must be subtracted from appropriations. However,
too much of this type of adjustment will result in appropriations loosing
- 'their identify. The problem is to identify by state the major types and
amoynts of revenues remitted and thereby establish the magnitude and
location of the inconsistencies. Use of a survey for this purpose is
being considered. * ' .
<

A second example relates to state funding of puBlic instﬂ:utions by means
other than appropriations, as, for example, receipt of lease income and
mineral extraction fees on land set aside by the state for institutional

benefit. . All such non-appropriated state support, in effect, is - a .

substitute for appropriations and should, for comparability, be considéred
and reported as if it were appropriated.

The use of "close—ended” versus "open-ended” funding is & third example of
‘ variation in atate budgdting practice: that affects the real level of
appropriated support. -In the close~ended case, institutiongs may not
——  retain revenues received beyond the level projected on which
' appropriations were established. In open-ended funding, institutions may
retain any amount of revenue received. This' often encourages strong
entreprenéural efforts. The open-ended situation, obviously "increases”
< the real funding consequences of a given level of state appropriations
relative to the cl?se—ended restraint.
»
Another inconsistency which may be mentioned here 1is the occasional
presence of non-reocéuring major expenditures by institutions such as the
start-up costs of a new program. 'rhe inclusion of lirge one-time-only
. appropriations distorts "normal year” amounts and reduces state-to-state
’ comparability. An appropriate rule for exclusion of large atypical
amounts should be established. '
. . [ 4
3. The prices pald for goods and services purchased by colleges and
universities vary with geography. Because education is labar intensive,
much of this variation is due to differences in the basic wages paid to
‘ faculty and administrators. Alasks, with.a very high cost-of-living, may
" require as much as 45 ‘percent more funding than average to attract and-
hold equivalent ffaculty. In the sun belt, competition for jobs may reduce
comparable salaries to 20 percent’ below average. Other factors
establishing geographical wage differences gidnclude unioniz§tion,-
profitability of nearby industries, urbanization, and climate and so%
attractiveness of the area. The prices colleges and universities pay
supplies, materials, utilities, 'and equipment also vary by location
depending on proximity to supplier and local demand.

The comparability of state funding would be substantially improved if
/ dollar amounts represented equal value; i.e., equivalent purchasing power.
A geographic price index may be used to establish this equivalency by
measuring the relative differences among states in prices paid by colleges
and universities for a fixed group of typically purchased goods and

.
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services. - The representative §oods of the "market basket" being priced

must be of fixed description, and this requirement of counstant quality
prevents any easy derivation of the index.

4. This study does not take into account the private sector and 1its
role in providing postsecondary education opportunities that complement
and thereby offset state public higher education responsibilities. States
with large private sectors recognize the shared responsibility to
residents and design their public systems accordingly. The multiple
effects of a strong in-gtate private sector on virtually all of the

variables in this model are not now taken into account; and development of

adjusting factors appears particularly difficult.

5. Tax revenues as repotted in this study do not represeat the
total fiscal regources available to a state to support public services.
Nontax revenues ~and Federal revenue sharing funds, which vary greatly
from state to state, are not included. Although these revenues are often
designated for special uses,’ they may offset the:need for tax funds for
other public service requirements including higher education. Thus,
total revenues may be a more valid measure of state resources available to
support public higher education than tax revenues alone. Arguments
against inclusion of nontex revenues are based on two factors: (1) taxes
are the near-—exclusive source of revenues for appropriations for higher
education, and (2) tax rates, and hence total tax revenues, are probably
not significantly afﬁected by the amount of nontax revenues collected.

A second problem with tax revenues is the lgtenesq of the published
data. This study uses FY 83 tax revenues as the base for FY 85 education
appropriations, when, in reality, these appropriations are funded with
concurrent (FY 85) tax collections. During stable periods this
inconsistency causes no difficulty. ﬁut if tax revenues should rise or
fall sharply, the ilmmediate effect- on education appropriations is not
properly éonveyed using the older tax data. '

6. This study’ does not take into account the effect of population
density on state support requirements. A "demographic factor would

adjust for the fact that sparsely settled states require cost duplicating, , '

multiple, dispersed institutions, whereas heavily populated states permit
large institutions with attengant economies of scale. -

\

10 !
charges, rents, fineés, interest earnings, and net profits from
government-operated utilities, gas and water companies, lotteries, and
1iquor stores. Tuition payments are a form of nontax revenue and are
taken into account in this study.

- .26 ; :31'

Nontax revenues are receipts from, such ‘diverse sources as fees and
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r} starting base for deriving totzl enrollments.

TABLE 1 1
SEVEN FACTORS Resident Student Source
IN STATE High School Graduates ‘.
SUPPORT OF Spring 1984 .
PUBLIC HIGHER :
EDUCATION HS grads per
1984-85 .1,000 pop. Index
1. CONNECTICUT 16.8 124
2. WISCONSIN 14.4 121
3. NEW HAMPSHIRE 16.4 121
4. MINNESOTA 14.4 121
5. MASSACHUSETTS 14.3 120
* 6. OHIO 14.2 120
7. IOWA = 13.9 117
8. MAINE 13.7 115
9. VERMONT 13.6 115
10. MICHIGAN 13.5 113
11. NORTH DAXOTA 13.4 113
12, DELWARE 13.4 112
13. NEW JERSEY 13.3 _ 112
14. MARYLAND 13.3 112
15. SOUTH DAKOTA 13.3 112 -
16. PENNSYLVANIA 12.9 109
17. INDIANA 12.8 108
18. HAWAII 12.7 107
19. ‘MONTANA 12.5 1083 -
20, ILLINOIS 12.4 104
21. SOUTH CAROLINA 12.3 103 .
- 22, RHODE ISLAND 12.2 102 ‘
© 23, ALABAMA 12.2 102
. 26. MISSOURI 12.2 102 -
25, NEBRASKA 12.1 102
26. NEW MEXICO 12.1 102
. 27. UTAM 12.1 102
. 28, 1DARO 12.1) 102
29, ARKMSAS( 12.0 101
30. VIRGINIA 12.0 1ot
31. WEST VIRGINIA 11.9 100
32, MISSISSIPPI 11.9 100
] -33. KENTUCKY 11.7 98
34, NEW YORK 11.7 98
35. TENNESSEE 11.5 97 .
36. NORTH CAROLINA 11.4 96
> 37. ALASKA - 1.6 9%
38. WYOMING 11.2 94
39. WASHINGTON 11.1 93-
40. GEORGIA 11.0 9
41, KANSAS 11.0 92
42. OR 10.8 91
43, TEXAS 10.7 90
44 . OKLAHOMA 10.7 90
45, COLORADO 10.5 88
46, LOUISIANA 10.4 87
47. CALIFORNIA 10.3 86
48, NEVADA 10.2 86
49. DIST CcoL 9.1 77
SO. ARTZONA 9.0 75
51. FLORIDA 8.8 74
UNITED STATES 11.9 100

#1 Resident Student Sourcs High school grsduates
per 1,000 population (B/A}. This s the primary
source of entering freehmen at public institutions
in the state and is therstors the best single
The
state’s primary higher education responsibilicy is
to provide post-sscondary educativoal

opportunities to its own rasident high school’

°,  graduates. (INPUT factor)

X

‘high achool graduste (C/B)Y.

2.
Attendance Expansion Ratio
© 1984-8 v } 4
L[]
. FTE public
students per
HS graduate Index
1. ARIZONA 4.83 191
2, CALIFORNIA 3.78 . 150
3. WYOMING Ln 147
4. COLGRADO 3.6 136
5. KANSAS 3.41 135
6. NORTH CAROLINA .36 133
7. NORTH DAKOTA .27 13
8. WASHINGTON 317 125
9. OREGON 3.16 125
10. 3.08 122
11. MISSISSIPPI 2.97 118
12. TEXAS 2.89 114
13. NEW MEXICO 2,84 112 ~
14, UTAH 2.83 112
15. WISCONSIN 2.82 112
16. FLORIDA 2.82 112
17. NEBRASKA .78 110
18. VIRGINIA 2,70 107
19. DELWARE 2.69 107
20. LOUISIANA 2.69° 106
21. ALASKA 2,62 104
22, ALABAMA 2.61 103
. 23. MINNESOTA : 2.60 1 .
24. ILLINOIS S .
25. MARYLAND 2,53 100
26. MICHIGAN 2.51 99
. 27. MONTANA %2.48 98
28. NEVADA 2.46 97
29, IOWA 2.40 95
+*  30. IDAHO 2.32 92
31. WEST VIRGINIA 2.31 91
32, HAWAII 2.29 9]
33. INDIANA 2.2 88
34. TENNESSEE 2.16 86
35. RHODE ISLAND 2.15 85
36. NEW YORK 2.10 83
37. SOUTH DAXOTA 2.08 82
38. MISSOURI 2.06 82
39. GEORGIA 2.06 82
40. ARKANSAS 2.03 80
. A1, KENTUCKY 2.03 80 \
42. VERMONT ' 1.99 19
43, SOUTH CAROLINA , 1.94 77
44. HIO 1.86 73
45, MAINE 1.69 67
46. PENNSYLVANIA 1.68 67
47. MASSACHUSETTS 1.66 66
48, NEW JERSEY 1.66 66
49, NEW HAMPSHIRE “1.5% 2
S0. DIST COL ¢ 1.37
5!. CONNECTICUT 1.31 52

UNITED STATES . 2.53 100

#2 Attendance sion Kst{o Annual full-time-equivslient
mrollesat fin ﬁuc institutiocns of higher education per
This ratio measures the degrse
to which s state provides asttractive and gccassible
opportunitiss for higher education to both {n-stats and
ogt-of-stats students relative to the size of its resident
student source. FHigh ratios indicate states heavily io the
“business™ of higher education compared to their besic
responsidility to high school gradusces. (INPUT factor)

o ’Bisroownvmqmé

\/

ENROL
Studeng'ﬂnrolhent
1984-8
(N x #2) Annusl
S FTE public
, students per
1,000 pop Index
1. NORTN DAKOTA 43.9 146
2. ARIZONMA 43.2 144
3. WYOMING® 4l.6 138
4. WISCONSIN 40.7 135
5. CALIFORNIA 38.9 129 -
6. NORTH CAROLINA . . 38.4 128w’
7. KANSAS 37.5 .- 125
8. NINNESOTA 37.4 126
COLORADO 36.1 120
DELAWARE 36.0 120
18 MISSISSIPPI 35.2 117
1 INGTON 35.0 116
13, NEW MEXICO 34.4 114 -
14. UTAH 3%.3 114
15. OREGON 3.3 114
16. NEBRASKA .77 112
17. NICHIGAN 13.7 112
18. MARYLAND 33.7 112
19, IOWA 13.4 111
20, OKLAHOMA 1.0 110 ‘
21, VIRGINIA 2.4 108
22. ILLINOIS 2.2 107
23. ALABAMA 31.7 105
24. MONTANA i1.0 103
25. TEXAS il.0 103 .
26. ALASKA ».8 99
27. HAWAII 29.1 974
28. INDIANA 2.5 95 ?'.
29, IDAHO 28.1 93 | -
30. LOUISIANA 27.9' 93 '
31. SOUTH DAKOTA 27.6 92 -
32. WEST VIRGINIA 27.6 91 2
33. VERMONT 21.2 90 ,’,2
34. GHIO 26.4 88 ’
35. RHODE ISLAND 26.2 87
36. NEVADA ¢ 5.1 84
37. MISSQURI 25.0 83
38. TENNESSEE 25.0 83
39. FLORIDA &&46.8 82
40. NEVW YORK 2.4 81
41, ARKANSAS 24.4 81 ’
42, SOUTH CAROLINA 23.8 79
43. KENTUCXY 21.8 79
44, MASSACHUSETTS 23.8 79
45, MAINE ~ 23,2 77
46. GEORGIA 2.7 75
47. NEW HAMPSHIRE 22.4 74
A8, XEwW JERSEY 22.1 74 .
4G, PENNSYLVANIA 21.8 72
50. CONNECTICUT 19.4 64
S$i. DIST COL 12.6 42
UNITED STATES 30,1 100
ENROL Studant Esrollwent Anousl averags foll-time

squivalent students {n public iastitutions of Hhigher
education per 1,000 populstion (f1 x F1). MNeasures
financial locad for funding that supports student-releted
functions of iostruction, academic &nd imsticutiomal
support, student services, sad opesration asd meistenasce
of the physical plant. Makes no distinctiocs Datween thé
varied support requirements of the differvot types of
inetirutions in the state system.

-
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TABLE 1 n - SYSTEM LOAD ¢ ' - #%
SEVEN FACTORS  Systes Support Index . . System Financ'isl Requiresents Tax Capacity
IN STATE 198} -82 1984-85 ) 1983 est.
SUPPORT OF (ENROL x #3) ¥ «
PUBLIC HIGHER . ) . * Pub st ts Y . Dollars
EDICATL0N . SSla® SSIt  SSI load -3%53.\ . per
1984-85% ‘ Approp Tuition Total ‘ 1,000 pop Index capita Index
A . . : .
. L %KMT 16 132 120 1. ARIZONA 45.8 . 152 1. ALASKA' $3,781 321
! ' T, 2. NEW«MEXICO 115 129 119 2. WYOMING 43.7 145 2. WYOMING $2,315 197
r 4 3. DELAWARE * 115 131 - 119 . " 3. WISOONSIN 43.2 143 3. NEVADA ' $1,792 152
4. INDIANA 115 123 - 117 “ . &, DELAWARE- 42.9 143 ’ 4, TEXAS $1,519 129
¢ - 5. HAWALI - 116 115 116 5. NORTH DaxDTA + 42.6 141 5. OKLAHOMA $1,475 125
‘ . ' 6. NEW HAMPSHIRE 110 123 113 6, NEw MEXICO §41.0 136 6. COLORADO $1,418 121
¢ 7. UTAH 109 121 112 7. KANSAS -, 40.2 133 - 7. CALIFORNIA $1,370 117
- 8. GEORGIA 13} 112 111 8. MINNESOTA 39.6 132 8. CONNECTICUT $1,3%9 116
! : 9..g.unsn 108 115 110 9. NORTH CAROLINA  39.2 130 9. NEV MEXICO $1,358 115
10. OAIO - 108 ur - 1o 10.. UTAH 38.5 128 10. LOUISIANA $1,358 115 .
. 11. WEST YIRGINIA 10V 115 109 ' 11. COLORADQ 38.3 . 127 11, DIST COL $1,3%9 114
12. I0MA 106 MNis 108 12, NEBRASKA 37.1 123 . 12. DELAWARE . $1,337 114
- 13, LOUISIANA 107 108 107 13. IOWA’ ' 36.1 120 ' I3, NORTH DAKOTA ~ $1,32% 113
v 14. SOUTH DAKOTA - 10% 113 107 14, OREGON 35.3 117 14, HAWALL $1,322 112
15. OKLAROMA 105 111 107 15. OKLAHOMA 35.3 117 15. MONTANA $1,300 111
16. RHODE ISLAND 105 112 107~ 16. MICHIGAN g 3.1 117 16, NEW JERSEY' $1,257 107 . '
17. KANSAS 106 112 107 17. HAWAII - 33.7 112 17, KANSAS 81,253 107
. 18. WISCONSIN 106 106 106 *18. WASHINGTON 33.6 112 18. FLORIDA $1,252 106
19. IDAHD 103 109 106 , 19. CALIFORNIAY™ 334 111 19. MASSACHUSETTS 81,193 101
¥ 200 ARIZONA 105 106 106 | 20. INDIANA 3.4 1N 20. VigIKTOn 311193 101
21. MINNESOTA ' 106 103 106 . 21. MISSISSIPP 33,1 110 ‘ 1 2. HAMPSHIRE  $1,169 9
22. COLORADO 104 112 106 . 22. MARYLAND . 32.7 108 22, MARYLAND ¥ $1,169 9
23, SQUTH CAROLINA 103 110 105 23. VERMONT 32.6 108 23. OREGON $1,158 . 98 \
' 2. mrru%! 03 109 105 26, VIRGINIA 324 108 S 26, MINNESOTA §t,158 98 .
N 25. PENNSYLVANIA 105 105 105 » 25. ALABAMA 32.4 108 25. ILLINOIS $1,145 97
0 26. ARKANSAS | 105 108 105 26. MONTANA 32.0 106 ‘26, NEBRASKA $1,144 97
. 27. WYOMING 103 itl 105 . 27. TEXAS 32.0 106 . 27. ARIZONA $1,122 - 95
28. MICHIGAK | 104 103 104 ) 28. ILLINOIS 30.6 102 28, IOWA - ©osl, 10 o
29, TENNESSEE 102 107 103 . 29. WEST VIRGINIA 29.8 9 ) 29, VIRGINIA $1,098 93 -
30. OREGON 103 104 103 - 30. LOUISIANA 29.8 99 ' 30, MICHIGAN $1,086 92
31. TEXAS 103 102 103 3. IDAKO 29.8 99 31. NEW YORX $1,080, 92
32. MONTANA 104 101 103 32. SOUTH DAKOTA 29.6 98 ‘ ' 32, WEST VIRGINIA  $1,075 91
33. NORTH CAROLINA 102 100 102 33. 0H10 "29.1 97 . : 3310 $1,063 90
34, ALABAMA 101 105 102 34, RHODE ISLAND 28.1 93 P . MISSOURI $1,057 90
35. DIST COL 103 98 102 35, ALASKA 28.0 93 35. SOUTH DAKOTA $1,054 90 .
36. MISSOURI 100 101 100 36. TENNESSEE 25.7- 85, 36. VERMONT $1,044 89
37. VIRGINIA 99 103 100 37. ARKANSAS 25.6 85 37. INDIANA : $1,040 88
38. CONNECTICUT 100 101 100 38, NEW HAMPSHIRE 23.3 84 38, PENNSYLVANIA $1,039 88
39. MAINE 100 95 9 39. GEORGIA 25 8 39. IDAHO 51,016 86
40. MARYLAND 97 96 97 40, SOUTH CAROLINA 25.0 83 40, UTAH - . $1,009 86
41. NORTH DAKOTA 9% 100 97 41. MISSOURI ., 25.0 83 : 41. WISCONSIN $1,003 85
42. MASSACHUSETTS 97 97 97 42, K Y 25.0 83 42. GECRGIA $980 83
43. WASHINGTON 97 93 96 43, Fm 3.3 77 43, MAINE $969 82
44, NEW JERSEY 96 95 96 46, MASSACHUSETTS 23.0 77 44, KENTUCKY $968 82
, 45. ILLINOIS 95 9% 95 o 45, MAINE 23.0 76 45. RHODE ISLAND $957 81
46. FLORIDA .95 90 94 46. PENNSYLVANIA 22.9 76 - 46, NORTH CAROLINA $956 81
47. ALASKA 94 9% 9% 47. NEW YORK 22.5 75 §7. ARKANSAS 8945 80 )y
48. MISSISSIPPI 93 97 94 _ 48, NEVADA " 22.4 74 48. TENNESSEE $897 76
49. NE¥ YORK 92 89 92 49, NEW JERSEY B3 P 71 49, SOUTH CAROLINA $862 1
50. NEVADA 91 83 89 50. CONNECTICUT 19.4 64 50. ALABAMA $856 73
51. CALIFORNIA 88 80 8 ~ 5t. DIST COl 12.8 43 51. MISSISSIPPI $839 7%
UNITED STATES 100 100 100 . UNITED STATES 30.1 100 ‘ UNITED STATES 371,176 - 100
11 System Sypport Index (SSU) Constructed stats snd local SYSTEM LOAD System Finsncisl Requirements #ié Tax Capacity The potential of state end
’ government aducation appropriations snd tuition revenue per fioancial load on system imposed by locel govsroments to -obdtain revenues for public
student based on application of national avsrsge rates. by enrollment and diffsrential coats for the purposes through verious kinds of taxes (D/A).
type of {nstitution to state earoliment wmix (C). Nessures types of institutions involved (ENROL x #3). Measured by a “reprssantative tsx system™ that
.- the tslative funding requirements of 2 state's stem of Reported in annual FTE students adjusted for defines the tax capacity of a state and its local
3 - highsr education by taking finto account the student-related the national average education appropriation governmenits s&s the swount of revenus they could
t educatioo costs associated with sach type of institution and tuition funding retss sssocigcted with the raise 1if all 50 sctate-local systems applied
Q vhich are dspendent on missfon, scademic snd public servics snrollment mix by type of {ostitution within {dentical tax rates (national avsrages) to their +
E lC N programs, and support requirements. (INPUT factor) the state's pubifc Mghsr education syites. respective tax bases. (INPUT ,fu:or) 3()
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TABLE 1 ']
SEVEN FACTORS Tax Effort
IN STATE 1983 est .
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER .
EDUCATION
1984 -85 - Perceat Index
1. NEW YORK 168.97 169
2. DIST COL 149.02 149
3. WISCONSIN 150,92 141
4, RHODE ISLAND 134.6% 135
5. ALASKA 128.2% 128
6. MICHIGAN 125,62 126
7. MINNESOTA 122.68 123
8. MASSACHUSETTS 118.7% 119
9. NEW JERSEY 114,62 115
10. MAINE 110.5%¢ 111
11, HAVAII 109.33 109
v . 12. MARYLAND 107.8% 108
' 13. ILLINOIS 106.52 106
14. PENNSYLVANIA 106.2% . 106 ~
~ 15. WYOMING «105.3% 105 . /
- 16. IOWA ¢ 106.82 105
17, CONNECTICUT  102.7% 103 .
18. OHIO 102.42 102 -
19, VERMONT 102.42 102
20. WASHINGTOM 101.6% 1g§
21. NEBRASKA 98,2%
22. OREGON 97,92 98
23. CEORGIA 97.0% 97
24, CALIFORNIA 9.58. 95
25, UTAH 9%.3% 94
26, NORTH CAROLINA 93.8% 94
‘ 27. ARIZONA 93.5 94
28. VIRGINIA 93.1T 93
g 29. SOUTH CAROLINA 91.7T 92
f 30. MISSISSIPPI 90.72 91
31. MONTANA 90.02 90
32, ALABAMA 89.53 89
33. KANSAS 88.9T 89
34, KENTUCKY 87.13 87
35. INDIANA 86.8% 87
36. MISSOURI 86.5¢ 87
37. TEMNESSEE . 86.5¢ 87
38. DELAWARE 85.42 85
39, IDAKO B4.4T 84
40. SOUTH DAROTA  86.3% 84
41, WEST VIRGINIA 83.03 83
42. ARKANSAS 80.53 80
43. COLORADO 80.42 80
44, NORTH DAKOTA  B80.4% 80
45. NEW HAMPSHIRE 76.2% 76
46. NEW MEXICO 76.32 74
47. LOUISIANA 73.82 74
48. OKLAHOMA 73,4 73
49, FLORIDA 72.77 713
: 50. TEXAS 64.7T 65
SI. NEVADA 9.0 59
UNITED STATES 100.02 100

TAX
Tax Revenue
1983 est.
(#6 x #5)
Dollars
per
capite Index
1. ALASKA $4,848 412
2. WYOMING $2,438 207
3. DIST ooL $1,992 169
4, NEW YORK $1,82% 155
5. HAWAIL $1,445 123
6. NEW JERSEY $1,441 122
/. MINNESOTA $1,420 121
8. MASSACHUSEITS $1,416 120
. 9. WISCONSIN $1,413 120
10. CONNECTICUT $1,39% 119
11. MICHIGAN $1,364 116
12. CALIFORNIA . $1,295 110
13. RHODE ISLAND $1,288 110
14. MARYLAND $1,260 107
15. ILLINOIS $1,220 106
., 16, WASHINGTON $1,212 103
17. MONTANA $1,170 99
18. IOWA $1,164 99
19. DELAWARE $1,142 97
20. COLORADO $1,140 97
21, OREGON $1,134 9%
22. KEBRASKA $1,124 96
23. KANSAS $1,113 95
24. PENNSYLVANIA $1,103 94
25, OHIO $1,088 92
26. OKLAHOMA $1,082 92
27. MAINE $1,071 91
28, VERMONT - $1,069 91
29, NORTH DAKOTA $1,065 91
30. NEVADA $1,057 20
31. ARIZONA $1,050 89
32, VIRGINIA $1,022 87
33, NEW MEXICO $i, 86
36. LOUISIANA 51.%\:2
« 35. TEXAS $983
36. GEORGIA $952 81
I—UTAN- $951 81
38. MISSOURI $915 78
39. FLORIDA $910 77
40, INDIANA $902 77
41. NORTH CAROLINA  $897 76
42. WEST VIRGINIA $893 76
43, NEW HAMPSHIRE $891 76
44, SOUTH DAKOTA $889 76
&5, IDAHO $857 73
46. KENTUCKY $843 72
47. SOUTH CAROLINA $790 67
48, TENNESSEE $776 66
49, ALABAMA $766 65
50, MISSISSIPPI $761 65
S1. ARKANSAS $760 65
UNITED STATES $1.176 100

#5 Tsx Effort State and local tax revesue collected
as s percentage of sgate end local tax capacity (E/D).
Tax sffort measures, as a percentage. how wmuch of
state snd loc.l government tax capacity i{s sctuslly
used. The tax Tevenue collected for sll states equals
totsl tax capscity nationwide, so that tha national
effort, by definition, {s 100 parcent. Effort
waasures for the individual states indicate how they
compare with the national sverage. (PROCESS fsctor)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TAX Tax Revenuss State snd local tax revenue
collected per capitas (#4.x #5). Collected tax
revenus repressnts tha weplth availsdie to state
aod local governmants for public use. The index
essentially tdentifies "rich" versus “poor" states
according to the size of their current tax income.
State wealth such as noontax revenues from
government fees and «charges for aelling certsin
public services are not included.
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‘Allocation to Public
Higher Education
1986—8‘5

ALABAMA
NEW MEXICO
NORTH CAROGLINA
UTAH ° R
ARTZONA *
SOUTH CAROLINA
. HAWAII

. IDAHO >
M1SSISSIPPY
AKANSAS

. CALIFORNIA

.. NORTH DAKOTA

. DELAWARE

. TENNESSEE
TEXAS

. KANSAS
MONTANA
INDIANA

. VIRGINIA

. IOWA , .
. WASHINGTON
MINNESOTA

. KENTUCKY

. OREGON

. WISCONSIN

. WYONING

. GEORGIA

. LOUISIANA

. FLORIDA

. OKLAHOMA

. MARYLAND

. MI 1

. NEBRASKA

. WEST VIRGINIA
. RHODE ISLAND
. COLORADO

. ILLINOIS

. MICHIGAN

. NEVADA

. OHIO

. MAINE

. MASSACHUSETTS
. NEW YORK

. ALASKA

. PERNSYLVANIA
. SOUTH DAKOTA
. NEW JERSEY

. DIST COL

. VERMONT

. NEM HAMPSHIRE
SI. CONNECTICUT

UNITED STATES
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126

121
115
109
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78
78
76
76
73
73
73
70
58
55

53 -

52
100

76 Allocation tc Public Righer Educstion State
and local tax ravenus sppropriated or levied for
current opersting educstion exp of public
{nstitutiond (¥seFb—Fc)/E. This ratio suggests
the relative {sportance snd requirements of
financing public student education to the funding
of other public services in the state and locsl
goversment  budgeta. Tha ratio for :oul
sppropriations is shown l.;; !utar
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TABLE 1

SEVEN FACTORS
1IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER'
EDUCATION
1984-85

AFP
Education Appropriations

U )
Tuition Factor

per Student 1984-85 Relasive Res-Ag—Med 1984-85
(TAX x #6/ENROLL) to ayates 7-year Relative approp as &
Dollsrs financial coastant to tax percent of
per load dollar rev/capita total epprop ‘
atudent Index Index (Rank) change Index (Rank) ($/capits) Facto® Index
1. ALASKA $10,584 305 325 (1) 9.12 74 (&7 9.43 ($32.8) 1. VERMONT 2,86 219
2. DIST CoL $8,128 23 228 (2) 11.0% 138 (N 0.1 ($0.2) 2. NEN HAMPSHIRE 2.53 194
.3, HAWAIX $6,055 175 151 (4) 10.42 142 (6) 15.08 ($31.0) 3. OHIO 1.72¢ 132
4. WYOMING $5,195 150 145 (5) 2.0 72 (48) 12.33 ($30.4) 4. COLORADO 1.67 128
5. NEW YORK $5,008 ¥Y1A ‘157 (3) 14.9X 93 (33) 12.63 ($17.6) S. DELAWARE - 1,65 126
6. S(IHH‘CAFOI.JNA“.ZM 121 118 (9) 4.3 180 (1) 27.3% ($37.6) 6. PENNSYLVANIA 1.6t 124’\
7. NEW MEXICO $4,111 119 103 (12) 13.4% 138 (8) 16,9 ($28.7) 7. MICHIGAN 1.5 120
8. NEW JERSEY $4,051 117 122 (7) 2,52 95 (32) 17.28 (318.6) . 8. INDIANA “1.5s1 116
9, MASSACHUSETTS $4,034 116 120 (8) -13.0% 97 (31) 4.4 ($4.84) 9. SOUTH DAKOTA 1.51 116
10, CALIFORNIA $3,885 112 127 (§) -2.4% 102 (21) 10.1T ($16.9) 10. MAINE 1.47 113
11. RHODE ISLAND §$3,845 111 106 (11) -4.68 101 (22) 2.1 ($%2.2) 11. MARYLAND 1.43 109
12. MONTANA $3,841 111 . 107 (10) 13.62 1nf (¢%)) 9.6 (312.6) 12, I0WA 1.42 .109 . e
13. GRORGIA $3,710 107 - 96 (22) 17.8% 132 (10) 22.53 ($24.5) 13, WEST VIRGINIA 1,41 108
14. IDAHO $3,705 107 102 (13) -14.72 147 (5 11.7%  ($13.8) 14, VIRGINIA 1.41 108
15. ARKANSAS $3,660 ‘106 101 (15) -1.22 163 (2) 13.82 ($14.3) 15. MISSOURY 1.0 107
16. UTAH $3,617 104 9% (23), -6.5% /129 (1) 13.1X (318.7) 16, OREGON 1.3 107
17. DELAWARE $3,6078 104 80 (29) ° H'.Sx‘\:;jO? (19) 6.2 ($8.6) 17. WISCONSIN 1.38 106
18. MINNESOTA $3,553 102 97 (21) ¢ %X ds (39) 14,08 (321.6) 18. NEBRASKA 1.3 106
19. ALABAMA $3,581 102 10t (14) --'35‘.32,"- 187 .. (3) 11.9T  ($15.2) 19. MISSISSIPPI 1.38 106
20, TEXAS $3,498 101 , .98 (17) ?.18.42° -13] .. (13) 29.28 (344.7) 20. NORTH DAKOTA  1.37 105 . N
21, TENNESSEE $3,476 100 98 “(16) ° 7.7% )52 (4) 18.17 ($19.2) 21. RHODE ISLAND 1.37 105 .
22, 10MA . $3,352 97 91 (27) - -u.zz:--'_‘ges (28) 15.6% ($20.7) 22, CONNECTICUT 1.36 104 .
23, CONNECTIQT® '$3,314 9% 9% (24), -5.4% -°8 '(42) 18.0% ($514.1) 23. NEVADA 1.3 104
26, KENTUCXY $3,30% 935 93 (25) -13.9% ‘133 (?) 27.7% ($30.1) 24. SOUTH CAROLINA 1.35 103
25. PENNSYLVANIA  §3,287 s 90 \(30); -15.2% » TOI (24) 6.8% . ($5.2) 25, NEM JERSEY L% 103
26. WASHINGTON $3,286 95 98 [18) -14.08° .92 €3%) ll.n ($14.7) 26. KENTUCKY 1.33 102
27. WISCONSIN $3,220 93 S? (34) 2173 77 (45) 1.2 ($16.6) 27. MINXESOTA 1.33 102
28, NORJY CAROLINA $3,207 9 91 , (28) 13,12 - 121 (12) 22.3% ($35.8) 28. “ALABAMA 1.33 102 -
29, FLORIDA $3,197 92 97 (19) 14.02 119 (14) 17.22 ($16.5) 29, ILLINOIS 1.32¢ 101
30. MAINE $3,1860 92 92 (26):;-.-18;7Z 101 (25) 6.65 ($5.2) 30. TENNESSER - 1.31 101
31, KANSAS $3,173 92 86. (35) -1.6% 97 (30) 24,08 ($37.6) 31. ARIZONA 1.31 100
32. LOUISIANA $3,159 91 85: (39) -+ 6.33 107 (20) 31.1%  ($39.8) 32. KANSAS 1,29 99 ‘
33. ARIZONA $3,120 90 86 °(37) 5.6 101 (26) 14,62 ($23.1) 33. GEORGIA 1.29 99
34. OREGON $3,082 89 86 (36) 498 92 (%) 20.0% “($26.4) 34. LOUISIANA 1.9 99
35. REVADA $3,058 88 97. (20). . -20.92 98 (27) 12.8T ($11.3) 35. ARKANSAS 1.27 98
36. INDIANA $3,054 88 77 (4R) 9% 115 (16) 13.03 ($13.0) 36." WASHINGTON 1.27 97
37. VIRGINIA $3.046 88 89 V)~ 9T 101 (23) 18.83 ($22%8) 37. UTMH 1.26 97
38, MARYLAND $3,033 87 90 (31) -5.22 82 (40) 19.02  ($23.9) 38. FLORIDa 1.23 9% ,
39, MICHIGAN $2, 86 83 {41) -11.53 74 (46) 12.92 (314.9) 39. OKLAHOMA 1.23 94
40. MISSOURI $2,959 85 8% (38) -16.02 110 (18) 10.43 ($8.6) 40. MASSACHUSETTS 1.22 94
4)1. ILLINOIS $2,899* 84 88 (33). -12.5% 81 (a1 16,618 ($18.6) 4], MONTANA 1.21 3
42. OHIO $2,857¢ 82 . 76 (45) .51 89 (37) 16,6X* ($15.0) 42. NENV YORX 1.19 91
43, OKLAHOMA $2,839 82 78 {43) 15.21 89 (3§) 17,12 ($19.3) 43, 1DAHO 1.18 90
44, NORTH DAXOTA  $2,801 8l . B4 (40) -15.8% 89 (36) 25.47 ($41.9) 44, TEXAS 1.17 89
45. NEBRASKA $2,646 76 7 (46) -l16.82 80 (43) 40,7 (361.2) 45. NORTH CAROLINA 1.16 89
46, MISSISSIPPI $2,611 75 81 (42) .-5.8 116 (15) 28.31 ($36.3) 46. NEM MEXICO 1.14 88
§7. WEST VIRGINIA $2,557 74, 69 (47) -~ -8.81 97 (29) 28.71 ($28.1) 47. HAWAIL 1.14 87
48. COLORARO $2,4248 710 67 (48) 1.9 72 (49) 26.23 ($31,0) 48. CALIFORNIA 1.13 87
49. SOUTH DAKOTA  $2,084 60 . 57 (49) -28.6% 80 (44) 22,12 ($16.3) 45, WYOMING 1.12 86
50. VERMONT $1,9050 55 47 (51) -3.2 60 (51) 27,12 ($19.2) 50. ALASKA 1.10 85
51. NEW HAMPSHIRE §$1.,85%0 54 49 (50) -19.62 71 (50) 6.6 (%$2.9) S1, DIST COL 1.10 84
UNITED STATES §3,467 100 100 -1.62 100 16.61 ($20.8) UNITED STATES 1,30 100
APP Rducation iations per Student Stata and local tsx revenue appropriated #7 Tuition Factor Ratioc of state and locel govern-
for currsnt opersting ‘Eutim axpenses of public institueiony per samual FTE ment educatios appropriations plus student puitfom
student (TAX x #6/YWROL), Indicates sverage stata support to individusl students revanue to stats and locs]l government education

without taking inte account the types of institutions attended. Educ. approp's.
related to the stata system’s appropriation

index

(APP/SS1a).

The ratio of educ.

app

ﬁm('ing requirementa ars reported as an

rop ' ¢/atudent to tax capacity/capits

indicates a stata’s funding achievemsnt relative toc potential adility to pay.
Appropriations for research, sgricolture, and medical ars reported as a percent of
total spprop’s to suggest relative importance, and per capita as 2 need msseure.

appropriastions (Fse¥b-FceH)/(YasFb-Fc). This ratio
suggasts the relativa importance of student tuition
as a funding source compared to state-local
appropriations. Bigh ratios msy reflecr s large
proportion .of out-of-state studenta paying high
son-resident tuition. (FROCESS factor)

¢
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TABLE 1

SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF

PUBLIC HIGHER

EDUCATION
1984285

L]

»

TUITT

oN
Estimated Net Tuition per Studeat
APP (Tuition Factor - 1.00)

1984-85

-1.
2.
3.

2]

' VERMONT-

NEV HAMPSHIRE
DELAWARE

4. 810

. ls"
6.
7.

10.

PENNSYLVARIA
MICHIGAN
COLORADO

. INDIANA
. MAINE

SOUTH CAROLINA

. RHODE [SLAND
. TONA

. NEW JERSEY

. MARYLAND

. VIRGINIA

. WISCONSIN

. OREGON

. COMNECTICUT

. MISSOURI

MINNESOTA

. ALABAMA

KENTUCKY

. ALASKA
. NEVADA
. TENNESSEE

GEORGIA

. SOUTH DAKOTA
. WEST VIRGINIA
. NORTH DAKOTA
. NEBRASKXA

. ARKANSAS

. MISSISSIPPI

. ARIZONA

. NEW YORK

UTAH
KANSAS

. ILLINOIS ~

. LOUISIANA

. MASSACHUSETTS
. WASHINGTON

. HAWAII

. MONTANA
. DIST oL
. FLORIDA
. 1DAHO

. OXLAHOMA
. WYOMING
. NEN MEXICO

. TFXAS

- NORTH CAROLINA
. CALIFORNIA

‘\ .

UNITED STATES

)

Nllarl

per
student Indu Index (Rank)

$3,5450
$2,8360
$2,3350
$2.049
$2,009
$1,681
$1,6220
$1,571
$1,4990
$1,464
$1,425
$1,398
$1,374
$1,29
$1,246
$1,226
$1,203
$1,197
$1,178
$1,169
$1,158
$1.105
$1,099

~$1,098

$1,081
$1,075
$1,065
$1,060
$1,039
$1,006
$1,001
$991
$956
$952
$948
$923
$923
$903
$902
$887
$843
$820
$805
$73
$655
$650
$627
$590
$580
$507
$500

$1,055

[

33
269
221
194
190
159
154
149
142
139
135
132

i

~ 116

114
114
112

m
110
105
104
104
103
102
101

‘47

100

%

Relative
to system
{inancial
Toad

255 (1)
219 (2)
169 (&)
166 (5)
181 (3)
15% (6)
137 (8)
121 (13)
150 (7)
126 <(11)
121 (14)
116 (15)
137 (9)
128 (10)
115 (16)
110 (21)
110 (20)
112 (17)
11 (19)
108 (22)
105 (23)
96 (27)
111, (18)
125’ (12)
96 (28)
81 (30)
89 (%)
87 (35)
98 (25)
83 (37)
88 (34)
97 (26)
86 (36)
101 (24)
76 (63)
78 (39)
93 (29)
79 (18)

88 (133) -

90 (31)
70 (44)
77 (42)
78 (40)
77 (4D)
- 57 (46)
56 (47)
54 (49)
43 (51)
54 (48)
48 (50)
59 (43)

100

TUITION Estimated Ret Tuition Revenues per Student

revenuss

of

public

APP(Tuition Factor - 1.00).

c relative to residant ability to pay.

institutions per

snnual FIE  student

Indicstes average tuition (less stute
sppropristed student aid) paid by all resident and nou— rssident
students without- recogpising m—fmt—o( inetitutions attended,
Tuition related to the state systam's tuition funding requirsments
is reported as an index. Tuition revenuas per student relative to
disposable persone]l 1income per capits indicatss tuitfion laeval
(TUITION/SSIt)

(G

Py
RN

Relative
7-year to personal
constant disposable _
doilar income/cap
change Index {Rank)
17.12 88 (1)

6.2% 2% (2)
6.22 212 ()
15,12 203 (4)
15.2% 184 (5)
38.8% 163 (9)
49,712 182 (11)
18.4% 166 (7)
12.83 166 (8B)
. 43,62 175 (6)
19.42 133 (13)
7.02 145 (10Y
19.12 108 (28)
4.92 116 (26)
16.12 114 (25)
~-10.0% 120 (20)
16.42 126 (17)
15.3% 9 (3%)
8,12 119 (21)
36.6% 111 (27)
3.82 137 (12)
9.0% 128 ¢15)
§.2% 712 (4))
-3.6X 97 (31)
9.0% 122 (18)
12.63 114 (23)
-5.3% 114 (24)
54.42 126 (16)
10.4% 9% (33)
-7.62 100 (29)
11.52 12t (19)
1.62 132 (14)
-2.5% 98 (30)
9.32 84 (237)
X 16 (22)
-11.2% 84 (36)
25.1% 82 (38)
19.1% 9% (32)
8.4% 76 (40)
~12,02 79 (39)
. 10,22 76 (41)
-13.0% 90 (W)
48,63 59 (47)
-14,3% 70 (44)
8.8% 74 (&2)
-14,12 67 (45)
-34.22 58 ¢48)
-10.0% 67 (46)
-12.82 55 (50)
-23.82 57 (49)
79.3% &1 (51
1212 100
Tuition

4 i

4

OUTPUT
Education Appropriactions & Est.

financial suppert
(OUTPUT/SSI)

relsted to the state system's
requirements is reportsd ss an indax.
N ¢
.

Tuition per Student ‘Relative
1984-85 to system 7T-year
[{APP + TUITION) Elhu financial constant
r 3 load - dollar
student’ Index Index (Rank) change
1. ALASKA §11,683 258 275 (1) 8.7
2. DIST CcOL $8,933 1 19 (2) 13.62
3. HAWAIl $6,898 j 132 (&) 10.3%
4. NEW YORK $5,960 143, (3) 10.2X
5. DELAWARE $5,942 131 © 110 (11) 12.8%
6. WYOMING $5,822 129 123 (6) -3.71
7. SOUTH CAROLINA §5,667 125 119 (7) 12.2%
8. VERMONT $5,450 121 100 (16) 9,11
9. NEW JERSEY '$5,425 120 125 (5) 5.‘51
10. PENNSYLVANIA  $5,296 117 112 (10) -5.8%
11. RHODE ISLAND $5,270 117 109 (12) 0.9%
12. MASSACHUSETTS $4,93% - 109 113 (9) -9.7%
13. oH1I0 *~ $4,906¢ 109 99 (21) 2,12
14. GEORGIA $4,785 106 95 (27) 16.6%
15, 10WA $4,75% 105 97 (25) -6.62
16. MINNESOTA $45722 104 99 (22) 6.4
17, NEM. NEXICO 701 106 87 (41) 9.82
18. ALABAMA $4,699 104 102 (1%5) .-3.6%
19, NEW HAMPSHIRE $4,692 104 92 (33) -5.82
20. MAINE $4,686 106 108 (13) 16.7%
21, MICHIGAN $4,67% 103 99 (19) 1.7%
22, MONTANA $4,662 103 100 (17) 7.61
23. ARKANSAS $4,661 103 98 (23) 1.3
24, INDIANA $4,625 102 87 (40) -4,3%
25, UTAH $4, 565 101 90 (36) . 6.0
26. TENNESSEE $4,597 o 98 (24) 8.02
27 . CONNECTIQUT $4,512 100 100 (18) -0.62
28. WISCONSIN $4,445 98 93 (30) -15.52
29. KENTUCKY $4,409 98 93 (29) -9.1%
30. CALIFCRNIA $4,38% 97 113 (8) 2.9
31. IDAKO $4, 360 9% 91 (3%) ~11.82
32, MARYLAND $4,327 96 9 (20) -2.42
33. VIRGINIA $4,291 95 95 (28) 13.82
34. OREGON $4, 286 95 92 (32) 0.12
35. WASHINGTON $4,172 92 96 (26) -13.62 -
36. NEVADA $4,1% 92 103 (14) -17.02
37. MISSOURI $4,1%7 91 91 (34) -10.32
38, KANSAS $4,096 91 85, (44) -3.92
39. TEXAS $4,078 90 88 (38) 11.1X
40. ARIZONA $4,076 90 85 (42) !: 3.6
41, LOUISIANA $4,062 90 84 (46) 8.92
42. COLORADO $4,046 89 B4 (45) 16.92
43, FLORIDA $3,931 87 92 (31) 7.48%
44, NOMTH DAKOTA - $3,840 . 85 88 (139) -10.0%
45, ILLINOIS $3,821e 85 89 (37) -5.7%
46. NORTH CA NA $3,71% 82 81 (47) 6.1%
47, NEBRASKA $3.652 81 73 (48) -14.4%
48. WEST VIRGINIA $3,616 80 J3 (49) 3.7X
49, MISSISSIPPIL $3,602 80 85 (43) -3.9%
50. OKLAHOMA $3,489 124 72 (50) 8.3%
51, SOUTH DAKOTA  $3,1% 70 6s (51» 22,12
UNITED STATES $4,522 100 100 1.3%
OUTPUT !é2sgsgE%Iégfx22s&5s&auL_seg_JESL!essﬂ__!zg
Tuitiom per St t  Appropristion snd tuition
revenuas for current operating educatiod expensss
for public institutions per snnual FTE student (APP
“« TUITION). IsdLTATSS BUPPSTT oY Indivifual studEnty
without taking into sccount the typas of ins ( g
attended. lducntq mxopthunu and [V} j

-e'

‘ w



TABLE 1 - INFUTS
SEVEN FACTORS Potentisl Tax Revenues
IN STATE per Student Relative
SUPPORT OF (#6/81x82) < Lo system
"RUBLIC NIGHER Dollars financial
EDUCATION . per . load
1984-8% student Index Index (Rank)
. )
1. ALASKA $126,767 324 RS (1)
2. DISTCOL -+ $106,45% 272 - 267 (2) .
3. NEVADA $71,285 182 205 (3)
4, NECTICUT $70,132 1M &;
. 5. NEW JERSEY $56,782 7145 151
. 5. WYOMING $55,649 “=A42, 136
‘ : 7. NEW HAMPSHIRE  $52,283 134 118
< 8. FLORIDA $50,483 T129 137
ﬁ. MASSACHUSETTS $50,219 129 132
1. TEXAS $48.950 135 122
\kk LOUISIANA $68,729 125 nz ‘(12) -
IA. PENNSYLVANIA  $47,734 122 116 (13) '
; 13. HAWAII $45,427 e 100 (19)
14 .6 OK LAHOMA | 844,726 114,107 (16)
15. NEW YORK $44,247 113 123 (9)
. 16. GEORGIA $43,155 110 99 (20)
17. MISSOURI $42,237 108 108 (14)
18. MONTANA $41,88% - P07 104 (18)
19. MAINE $41,707 107 108 (15)
" 20. KENTUCXY . $40.698 104 (21)
21. OHIO $0,224 103 (25)
22. NEW MEXICO $39,466 101 85 (3% ~
23, WEST VIRGINIA  $39,287 101 92 (26)
24, COLORADO 7 $39,236 100 95 (23
25 ARKANSAS $38,772 99 94 (26‘};
. 26. VERMONT $38,380 98 82 (37)
27. SOUTH DAKOTA  §$38,F71 . ' 98 91 (28)
28. DELAWARE $37.079 95 80 (39)
29, RHODE ISLAND  $36,493 93 87 (33)
30. INDIANA $36,443 93 80 (40)
J 31, IDAKO $36,152 * 93 87 (32)
32, SOUTH CARCLINA $36,124 92 88 (31)
.33, TENNESSEE $35,963 92 89 (30).
34, ILLINOIS ' $35,526 91 9% (22)
35. TALIFORNIA $35,240 9% 105 (17)
- 36, MARYLAND $34,727 89 92 (27)
37. WASHINGTON $34,030 87 91" (29)
38, VIRGINIA . $33.924 87 87 (%) &
39, NEBRASKA $33,900 87 79 (43)
40, OREGON $33,792 86 B4 (36)
41. KANSAS $33.177 85 80 (38)
42, TOWA $33,214 85 79  (44)
43, MICHIGAN $32.193 82 79 (82)
44 . MINNESOTA $30,973 . 19 75 (45) -

45.,NORTH DAKOTA $30,190 77 80 .(41)

46. UTAH . $29,371 75 67 (&7)
47. ALABAMA $26,990 69 68 (46)
48. ARIZONA $25,971 66 63 (49)
49. NORTH CAROLINA $24,877 64 62 (50)
S0. NISCONSIN $24.619 63 59 (51)

51. MISSISSIPPI $23,806 64 65 (48)
, UNITED STATES $39,080 100 100
INPUTS  Potential Tsx Revenus per Student These
combined fnput factors estad s stete's ic tax
potential te finance public f{nstirutions rslative to
student enrcllmenc losd (M(#l x7¥2). Relatively

stabla tax potential to ficance individual atudent's
education without taking tnto account the types of

. sttended, Tex potsntial related to the
s td tem'a f{insocial support requirements {is
" T ~2s an iodex. (INPUTS/SSI)

[

j
- ¥
™o ot

utilised to achisve the OCOTPUT

[

¢

+

. ‘ s N
Collective Financial Actions : ‘ T COPY .
(#5 x #6 x #7) Relative v -4

to system
- financial '

load

Percent Index Index (Rank)

1. WISCONSIN 18.12 156 147 (2)
2. ALABAMA 17.43 . 150 148 (1) y
3. DELAWARE ‘ 16.0% 138 116 (13)
&, ARIZONA 15.7% 136 128 $Sg
5. SOUTH CAROLINA 15.7% 136 lg% 4
6. UTAH "15.53 134 1 (11)
7. NINNESOTA 15,28 132 126 (9)
8. HAWAII 119.2X 131 113 (16)
9. MISSISSIPPI 15.1% 131~ 139 (3)
10. NORTH CAROLINA 14.9% 126 -« 127 (7)
11. MICHIGAN 14.52 126 121 (10)
12, RHODE ISLAND 14.43 125 117 I (12)
13, I0WA 14.32 124 1147 (14)
14, VFJDI%: - 14.2%8 123 102 (22)
15. NEW Y *13.5% 116 127 (6)
16. NORTH DAKOTA 12.71% 110 113 (15)
17. INDIANA 12.7% 110 94 (29)
18. OREGON 12.7% 110 106 (20)
19. TENNESSEE 12.7% 110 106 (21)
20. VIRGINIA 12.7% 109 109 (19) .
21. MARYLAND - 12,5 108 111 (17)
22. CALIFORNIA 12,43 108 . 1235 (8)
23. KANSAS 12.32 106 Q9 (23)
24, WASHINGTON 12.3% 106 110 (18)
25. OHIO 12,220,105 9% (28)
26. IDAHO 12,12 104 98 (25)
27, GREKANSAS  © 12,08 106 99 (24) \
28. NEW NEXICO J11.9% . 103 87 (%) ’ \
29, MAINE 11.22 97 98 . (26) )
30. MONTANA 11.12 9% 93 (30) ¢
31. PENNSYLVANIA 11.1% 9% 91 (31)
32. GEORGIA 1,12 9% 86 (35)
33, KENTIKXY 10.8% 94 89 (32)
34. NEBRASKA 10.82 - 93 85 (40)
35. ILLINOIS 10.8%* 93 98 (27)
36. WYOMING © 10,58 90 86 (36) ,
37. COLORADC 10.33 89 846 (41) @ The payment of hi non-resident
§8. MASSACHUSETTS 9.8% 85 88 (33) altion by a 1.,_85" proportion of
39, MISSOURI 9.8 8 85 (39) out-of-state students, substan-
40, NEW JERSEY 9.62 83 86 (37) tially increases tuition revenues
41, ALASKA 9.21 80 85 (38). and correspondingly redxces
43, NEW HAMPSHIRE- 9.0% 78 69 (46)
44, DIST COL 8.4% 73 71 (&4) & Res-Ag-Med appropriations have
45. LOUISIANA 8.3% 72 67 (47) been assigned in I1linois * and
46. TEXAS 8.3 72 %70 (45) Ohio equal to the national
47. SOUTH DAXOTA 8.3X 71 67 (48) sverage 16.6 percent of total
48. OKLAHOMA 7.8, 67 63 (49) sppropr iaticns. Bducation
49. FLORIDA 7.8 67 72 (43) appropristions and  other
50. CONNECTICUT 6.4% 56 _¥¥ (31) dependenit measures are thus
S1L. NEVARA 5.8% %0 57 (30) affected.

UNITED STATES 11.6% 100 100 , _
PROCRSS Collective Pinsncisl Actions The combined PROCESS
factors are the financis] acticns that establish the degres to
vhich the INPUT potentfal tax dollars per student are actuslly
_pravided (#5 x #6

support level
x . States with high FROCESS levels are making a substsotisl
comd tax effort, allocation to educaticn, and tuition charge
to finsnce pudlic institutions. FROCESE = OUTPUT/INPUTS The
FROCESS acticns relsted to the state system's finmncial &upport
reqiirements {s raportad as an index (FROCESS/SSI)
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TABLE 2 " ” ENROL s ° SYSTEM LOAD " sl
SEVEN FACTORS Res Ident Attendance Student . System Supporf Sys Financial Tox Capacity Tax Effort
IN STATE Student Expans lon Enrol iment - Index Requ irements 1983 1985,
SUPPORT OF Source High Ratlio 1964-85 1991-82 1984-85
PUSLIC MIGHER School Grods 1964-85 TN x #2) (ENROL x #3)
EDUCAT | ON Spring 1964 . A
19684-85 FTE pudlic Annual FTE Pud students ..
. KS grads students students . lcad ad Dol lars
per 1,000 per NS pec 1,000 SSla SSIt 88 “por 1, per
pop. index grad index pop. Index App Tultlon Total pop. Index capits Index Index
 ALABAMA . 12,2 02 2.60 103 3.7 103 100 105 102 32,4 108 $83% 713 89
ALASKA . 11.4 2% 2,62 104 2,8 9 + 98 o4 ] - 28.0 93 3,781 128
. ARIZONA 9.0 7% 4.83 19 43.2 144 103 , 106 106 45.8 152 $1,122 9 ]
ARKANSAS 12.0 lOl 2,03 80 4.4 8 105 108 105 -d3,6 as $945 60 80 -
CAL IFORNIA ) |o 3 . 3.7 1% 38.9 12 -] 80 86 33.4 1N $1,370 117 5
COLORADO \ 88 5.44 13 3.0 120 104 112 106 3.5 17 $1,418 12 80
COMNECT ICUT I 24 1.5 s2 19.4 64 100 100 100 19.4 64 $1,359 1e 103
DELANARE |3.0 "2 2.9 . 107 36.0 120 "Ms 13 19 42,9 143 $1,337 114 8
DIST COL g.1. M 1.37 54 12.6 2 - 103 8 102 12.8 43 $1,357 114 149
FLORIDAY 8.8 74 2.2 112 4.8 82 9 90 B3 1T N, 108 12
GEORGIA 1.0 93 2,06 a2 22.7 75 1" 112 1 2.2 84 $980 a3 9
MANAT 12.7 107 2.9 1) 29.1 97 116 115 116 33.7 112 $1,322 " 12 109
1DAHD 12.1 102 2.32 92 28,1 3] 103 109 106 2.8 "% $1,016 86 84
ILLINDIS 12.4 104 2.%9 103 32.2 107 . 9 ™ 95 30.6 102 -$1,14% 9 * 106
1ND 1 ANA 12.8 108 2.22 88 2,9 85 s 123 17 33,4 1N $1,040 80 8
1OWA ‘ 1.9 17 2.40 95 33.4 1M ‘ 106 114 108 36.1 120 $1,110 Lo 109
KANSAS . 11.0 92 3.4 135 37.% 125 - 106 112 107 40.2 133 $1,293 107 (2]
KENTUCKY 11.7 ° ~2.03 80 23,8 7 103 109 108 23.0 as . $968 a2 87
LOQUISIANA 10.4 87 - 2,69 106 27.9 ) 107 108 107 a8.8 o $1,3%8 115 74
MAINE 13,7 115 1.69 67 25.2 77 100 95 99 23,0 76 $969 82 m -
MARYLAND 15.3 12 2.5% 100 33.7 12 9 96 t 1) 32.7 108 $1,169 9 108
MASSACHUSETTS 14.3 120 1.66 66 23.8 19 1 2) " 97 25.0 n $1,183 100 He
MICHIGAN 13.3 113 2.3 "9 33.7 12 1086 103 104 Ba 17 $1,086 92 126
NINNESOTA 14.4 121 . 2.60 103 37.4 124 106 103 106 3.6 132 $1,158 90 123 .
MISSISSIPPY 11.9 100 2.97 118 55.2 17 93 97 o4 330 110 a5 1A )]
HISSOUR t2.2 102 2.06 az 25.0_ 83 100 10t 100 25,0 83 $1,057 90 1
MONTANA 12.5 105 2.48. 98 31.0 103 104 10 103 32.0 108 $1,300 114 90,08 - 90
NEBRASKA 12,1 102 2.7 110 33.7 112 108 1% 110 3.1 123 * 85,144 97 98.28 ]
NEVADA 10.2 86 2.46 97 aa 84 o1 a3 89 3 74 $1,792 152 59,08 59
NEW HAMPSHIRE 14.4 121 1.5% 61 22,4 74 110 123 113 : .3 84 $1,169 9 76.2¢% 76
NEW JERSEY 15.3 12 1.66 66 22.1 74 " 96 95 96 2.3 n $t, 257 107 114.68 115
NENW MEXICO 12.1 102 2.64 112 3.4 114 s 129 119 4.0 13 $1,3%8 s 7%.5 74
NEW YORX 11.7 ] 2.10 83 24.4 81 92 89 92 2.5 7 u,m 92 168.9¢ 169
NORTH CAROL INA 11.4 906 5.3 133 8.4 128 102 100 102 3.2 » $956 8t 83,08 ., W
NORTH DAXO 13.4 113 3.27 13 4.9 146 9% 100 97 42.6 141 $1,32%5 113 80.4% 80
OHI0 - 14.2 120 1.86 73 26.4 88 - 108 117 110 29.1 97 $1,063 90 102.4%8 102
OKLAHOMA 10.7 90 3.08 122 % 3.0 1w - 10% 11 107 3.3 17 $1,475 115 73,48 73
OREGON 10.8 91 3.16 125 M3 114 103 104 103 5.3 117 §1,138 98 97.9% 9%
PENNSYL YANI 12.9 109 1.68 67 21.8 72 105 103 103 22,9 76 $1,030 88 106.2% 106
RMODE 1S 12,2 102 2.15 85 . 26.2 87 109 112 107 28.1 93 $957 81 134.68 135
SOUTH CAROLINA 12.3 103 1.94 n 23.8 79 103 110 105 25.0 83 $862 73 9.7 92
SOUTH DAXOTA 13.3 112 2.08 82 27.6 92 103 113 17 2.6 S8 $1,054 90 84.3% 84
TENNESSEE 11.5 87 2,16 86 25.0 83 102 107 103 . 25,7 83 $897 76 86.5 ar
TEXAS 10.7 90 2.89 114 1.0 103 103 102 103 32.0 106 $1,519 129 -4, 78 83
UTAH 12.1 102 2.83° 112 M. 114 109 121 112 38.5 128 $1,008 86 94.5% o4
YERMONT 13.6 115 1.99 79 27.2 90 116 132 120 32,6 108 $1,044 89 102.48 102
YiRGINIA 12,0 101 2.70 107 32.4 108 99 103 100 ©32.4 108 $1,096 93 93.1% 93 :
_ MASHINGTON 11.1 95 3.17 125 35.0 116 97 93 {96 35.6 112 $1,193 ' 101.68 102 .
- WEST VIRGINIA 11,9 100 2.3t 91 27.4 9 107 115 109 29.8 9 $1,075 83.08 83
¥3SCONSIN 14,4 121 2,82 112 40.7 135 106 106 106 43,2 143 _ u%___uﬁ&_w
—WYOMING— — T TR W 39T 17 T 138 7103 1 105 43,7 143 k> 15 197 105,38 105
UNITED § 2.53 30.1 100 100 100 100 30.1

9 ' 100 $1,176 1 211 ?b}\oo WWB’E
o, BEST COPY AVAILABLE A3 - T et
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" BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TABLE 2 A& " . APP : ”

SEVEN FACTORS Tax Revenue Aliocation tfo Education Appropriations . ' Tultion

§ IN STATE 1983 ' Publ ic Higher per student 1984-85 Factor

. SUPPORT OF (14 x #5) Education (TAX x F6/ENROL} 198485
PUBLIC HIGHER 1984-85 ' .
EDUCAT 10N : ! Relative Res-Ag-Med .
1984-85 ‘ Education 0 system Relative approp as o

Dollears (Total) approp Dotlars financial fo tax » pdrcent of
* per as a percent of per tosd rev/cap total approp Factor
capTta Index tox revenue {ndex student. Index Index. - Index ($/cepita) value Index

ALABAMA $766 65 . 14,78 (16.6) 165 33,541 102 101 157 11.99 _($15.2) 1.33 102
ALASKA $4,848 412 6.5% (7.2) 73 $10,584 305 325 74 9.4% ($32.8) 1.10 a3
AR | Z0NA $1,050 89 12.88 (15.0) 145 $3,120 90 86. 101 14.6%8 (§23.1) 1.3 100
ARKANSAS $760 65 11.78 (13,6} 132 $3,660 106 101 163 13.88 ($14.3) 1.27 o8
CAL IFORNIA $1,295 110 11,79 (13.0) - 131 33,885 12 127 102 10.1% ($16.9) 1.13 87
COLORADO $1,140 97 LTS (10.4) 87 $2,424 70 67 72 .28 (331.0) 1.67 128
CONNECTICUT 31,396 119 4,68 (5.6) 52 33,314 °6 o6 81 18.08 ($14.1) . 1.36 104
DELANARE 31,142 97 11.48 (12.1) 128 33,607 104 0 107 6.28 ($8.6) 1.65 126
DIST COL $1,992 ° 169 5.1% (5.1) 58 $8,128 234 228 138 0.2% ($0.2) 1.10 84
FLORIDA '$910 77 8.7% (10.5) o8 . $3,197 92 97 119 17.28  ($16.%) 1.23 94
GEORGIA . $952 81 8.9% (11.4) 100 $3,710 107 96 PZ 22.5% (324.5) 1.29 99 .
HANAL | $1,445 123, 12.28 (14.3) 137 $6,09%5 175 151 42 15.08 ($31.0) 1.14 87
(DAND $857 73 12.1%  (13.8) 137 $3,70% 107 102 147 11,78 (313.8) .18 90
ILLINDIS $1,220 104 7.7%e (9.2) 86 $2,899¢ 83 88 81 16.68¢ ($18.8) 1.32¢ 101 g
IND IANA $902 77 9.7% (11.1) 109 N\ $3, a8 77 15 13,08 ($13,0) 1.51 116 \ N
1ONA $1,164 99 9.6%8 (11.4) 109 $3,352 97 91 98’ 15.68 (320.7) 1.42 109
KANSAS $1,113 95 10.78 (14.1) 121 $3,173 92 8 - 97 4.0 ($37.6) 1.29 99
KENTUCKY $843 72 9.38 €12,9) 105 T $3,305 95 93 133 21.7% ($30.1) 1.3 102
LOUISIANA $1,002 a5 8.8%5 (12.8) 99 $3,1% 91t 85 : 107 3,18 (339.8) 1.29 99
MA | NE : $1,071 o 6.9% (7.4) 78 33,186 92 92 101, 6.6% - ($5.2) 1.47 113
MARYLAND $1,260 107 8.1% (IO.,O)‘ 91 . $3,033 87 & 82 |9.? ($23.9) 1.43 109
MASSACHUSETTS $1,416 120 6.6% 7.1 76 $4,034 116 - 97 4.45 (34.4) 1.22 o4
MICHIGAN $1,364 116 7.48 (8.5) 84 $2,994 86 83 74 12,95 (314.9) 1.5 120
M | NNE SOTA $1,420 121 9.4% (10.9) 105 33,593 102 97 a5 14,08 ($21.6) 1.3% 102
MISSISSIPPE $761 65 12.1% (16.9) 136 32,611 75 a1 - 16 28.38 ($36.3) 1.38 106
MiSSOUR| $915 78 . 8.1% (9.00 9 . 32,959 85 85 110 10.45 ($8.6) 1.40 107
MONTANA $1,170 99 10.28 (11.3) 115 33,841 m 107 m 9.6% (3$12,6) 1.21 93
NEBRA SKA $1,124 96 7.9 (13.4) 50 $2,646 76 n 80 , 40.7% (361,2) 1.38 106
NEVADA $1,057 o0 7.3% (8.3) 82 $3,058 88 97 98 12.88 ($14.3) 1.3 104
NEW HAMPSHIRE 3891 76 4.7% (5.0) 53 $1,856" 54 49 Py 6.68 (3$2.9) 2.53 104 .
NEW JERSEY $1,441 122 6.2% (7.5) 70 §4,051 117 122 95 17.28 ($18.5) 1.34 103 *
NEW MEXiICO $1,009 a6 14.0% (16.9) 158 $4,111 119 103 138 16.98 ($28,7) 1.14 88
NEW YORK $1,825 155 6.7% (7.7) 76 $5,008 144 157 93 12,68 ($17.6) 1.19 91
NORTH CAROL INA 3897 76 13.78 (17.7) 155 $3,207 93 9N 121 22.5% ($35.8) 1.16 89
NORTH DAXOTA $1,065 ot 11.5¢ (15.5) 130 $2,801 81 - 64 89 25.45 (341.9) 1.37 105
OHI0 $1,088 92 6.95¢+ (8.3) 78 $2,857« 82 96 89 16.68¢ ($15.0) 1.72¢ 132
OKL AHOMA $1,082 92 8.6% (10.4) 97, 32,839 82 78 89 17.18  ($19.3) 1.2% 94
OREGON $1,134 S6 9.3%8 (1.7 105 $3,082 . 89 86 92 20,08 ($26.4) 1.39 107
PENNSYLVANIA $1,.103 o4 6.5% (7.0} 73 $3,287 ('] 0 101 6.8% ($5.2) 1.61° 124
RHODE | SLAND $1,288 110 7.8% {(8.0) 83 $3,045 11, 106 10 2.1% ($2.2) 1.37 105
SOUTH CAROL INA $790 67 12.78 (17.4) 143 $4,202 121 118 180 27.3% ($37.67 .35 503
SOUTH DAXQTA $889 76 6.5% (8.3) 73 $2,084 60 57 80 22.1%8 (316.3) 1.5% 116
TEM&ESS@E 3776 66 11.28 (13,6) 126 $3,476 100 98 152 s 18,15 (319,23 1,31 101
TEXAS $385 84 11.08 (15.6) 124 $3,498 101 98 121 *29.28 (344.7) 1.17 89
UTAH $951 8t 13,18 (15.0) 147 $3,617 104 96 129 13,18 ($18.7) 1.26 97
VERMONT $1,069 91 4.8% (6.6) 55 $1,905 55 47 60 - 27,18 ($19.2) 2.86 219
VIRGINIA $1,022 87 9.68 (11,9) 109 $3,046 a8 89 101 ' 18.8% (%$22.8) 1.41 108
WASHINGTON $1,212 103 9.5¢ (10.7) 107 $3,286 95 . 98 92 11.38 (814.7) 1.27 97

il ST VIRGINIA $893 76 7.8% (11,0) 88 32,557 74 69 97 20.7% (328.1) 1.41 108
WiSCONSIN $1,413 120 9.3 (10.5) 105 $3,220 93 88 77 + 11,28 (316.6) 1.%38 106 .
IYMHW;_‘ $2,438 207 8.9% (10.1) 10{‘; $5,195 ‘ 150 145 72 12.58 ($30.4) 132;? “A“L' ,_{&X‘ 12 v .

Q ITATES $1,176 100 8.9% (10.6) 100 $3,467 100 100 100 16.6% (320.8) 1536 b
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TABLE 2 TUITION : OUTPUT INPY | PROCE SS | BEST COPY AVA".ABI.E

SEVEN FACTORS €stimated Tuition Education Appropriations Poten ax Col lective
IN STATE per student 1984-85 & Est, Tultion Revenues per Financlaf
SUPPORT OF _APP (TUITION per studen? student ACt lons
PUBL IC HIGHER FACTOR ~ 1,00) . (APP + TUITION) (14/81x82) (#5x86x8T) c-
EDUCAT 10N Relative Relative , Reiative Relative Relative
1984-85 to system +o personal to systpm 10 systom to system
Dollars finsncjo! disposadie Dotlars fInanc!ail Dollars finsncias! tlnanclal
. per Ioad I ncome/cep per fosd per I oad load . ¢
\ ﬁ student Index Index Index student Index Index student Index Index Percent Index Index
~ . &, 2
ALABAMA - $1,1%8 . 110 105 137 $4,699 ~ 104 102 $26,990 69 66 17.45 150 148
’ ALASKA - 31,099 104 111 72 $11,683 2% 2715 T $126,767 324 345 9.2 80 85
AR ZONA ) $95% 91 86 99 $4,06 90 85 . 325,911 66 63 15.7% 1% 128
ARKANSAS “$1,001 ] 88 21 $4,661 103 S8 $38,772 99 o4 12.0% 104 99 Co
CAL IFORNIA $500 &7 59 Y] $4,384 97 113 $35,240 90 105 12,48 108 125 .
COLORADO $1,622 1%4 1% 142 $4,046 89 gg . 339,234 100 95 10.38 89 a4
COMNECTICUT $1,197 14 112 - . 90 $4,512 100 1 $70,132 179 179 6.4% 56 56
DELANARE $2,335 221 169 212 $5,942 131 110 $37,079 95 80 . 16.08 138 116
DIST COL $805 16 7 30 $8,933 196 194 ' $106,454 272 267 . 8.48 - 73 n
FLORIDA $7%4 70 2] 70 $3,951 &7 92 $50,483 129 137 7.88 67 72
GEORG I A $1,075 102 91 e $4,785 106 95 $43,15% 110 99 1.1 9% ° 85
HAMAI | $843 80 70 76 $6,898 153 132 $45,427 116 100 - 5.2 13 113
‘ 1DAND $655 62 57 74 $4,350 96 91 $36,152 93 87, 12,15 104 $8 AR
; ILLINDIS C93 87 93 82 $3,821¢ 85 89 $35,526 91 9 ‘10.85e 9o 98
IND IANA $1,5711 149 129 166 * $4,625 102 87 $36,443 93 80 12.7% 110 94 :
10WA $1,308 133 116 145 $4,750 105 97 $33,214 85 7 4.3 126 114 +
KANSAS $923 &7 78 84 $4,096 O 85 $33,5717 &8s 80 12.3% 106 99 . i
KENTUCKY 81,105 105 -96 118 $4,409 98 93 $40,698 104 99 10.88 9 89 - -
! LOUIS IANA - %903 86 - 79 ) $4,062 90 84 $48,729 129 17 8.3 . 712 67 -
W ) MAINE C 81,499 142 190 166 $4,686 104 108 $41,707 107 108 n.2 97 98
O/ WARTLAND $1,29¢ 123 128 14 $4,321 96 99 $34,727 89 92 125 . 108 ‘i
MASSACHUSETTS $902 86 88 . % $4,936 1090 13 . $30,219 1290 132 7 ~. 9.8% 85 88
MICHIGAN $1,681 139 155 163 $4,675 103 99 $32,193 62 2] S 14,58 1286 12¢
M) NNE SOTA $1,169 1IN 108 m $4,722 104 99 $30,973 719 75 15.22 132 124 .
MiSSISSIPPI $991 o4 97 132 $3,602 890 a5 $23,806 61 65 19,18 131 139
MiSSOUR| $1,178 112 118 19 $4,137 9 91 $42,237 108 108 9.64 8s 8%
MONTANA $620 78 77 9% 54,662 103 100 $41,885 107 104 12.18 9% 93
. NEBRA SKA $1,006 93 83 100 * $3,652 81 73 $33,900 87 7 10.688 93 as
NEVADA $1,090 104 125 97 $6,156 92 103 $71,285 182 205 5.8 50 57
NEN HAMPSHIRE $2,8% 269 219 254 $4,692 104 92 $52,283 134 {18 9.08 78 69
NEW JERSEY “$1,374 10 137 108 $5,425 120 125 $56,782 145 151 : 9.6% 83 86
NEW MEXICO $590 %6 43 67 $4,701 104 87 $39,466 101 1] 11.9 103 a7
NEW YORK $952 90 101 84 $5,960 132 143 $44,247 13 123 13.% 116 127
NORTH CAROL INA $307 48 48 1 $3,715 82 81 $24,877 64 62 14,98 122 127
NORTH DAXOTA $1,039 98 98 94 $3,840 85 88 $30,190 77 80 12.7% 10 113
- oHI0 $2,049 194 166 203 $4,906¢ 109 99 $40,224 103 " 12,28« 105 9
OKL AHOMA $65¢ 62 . %6 67 $3,489 77 72 m,1z> 114 107 7.8% 67 63
OREGON $1,203 114 110 126 $4,286 95 92 $33,79 86 84 12,7 110 106
PENNSYLVANIA $2,009 190 181 194 $5,206 117 112 $47,734 122 116 n.g 9% 91
RHODE ' | SUAND $1,425 135 12 133 ° $5,270 117 109 $36,495 93 87 14.48 125 117
SOUTH CAROLINA 31,464 139 126 175 $5,667 125 119 $36,124 92 88 15,7 13 129
SOUTH DAKOTA $1,065 101 89 114 $3,1% 70 65 - 338,171 9 ] : 8.3 n 67
TENME SSEE $1,081 103 9 122 34,557 101 88 $35,963 92 89 J12.7% %10 106
TEXAS $380 99 54 59 N\ %4,078 90 88 $48,95% 129 122 8.3% 72 70
UTAY . $4B\ 90 74 16 $4,36% 101 90 $29,3711 75 67 15.55 134 120 * Res-Ag-Med appropriations have
VERMONT ~ 33,543 3% 255 388 $5,4 121 100 $39,389 © 98 82 14.2¢ 123 102  been assigned in Illinois and
y ®  VIRGINIA $1,246 118 115 14 $4,201 9% 95 T $33,924 B2 87 12,74 109 109  Ohio equal to the national
WASHINGTON $6887 84 90 79 84,172 92 96 $34,030 87 91 12.3% 106 110  average 16.6 percent of total
WEST VIRGINIA $1,060 100 87 126 $3,616 80 73 $39,287 10t 92 9.2% 80 75  appropriations. Educstion
w1 SCONS IN $1,226 116 110 120 $6,445 98 93 $24,619 63 9 - 18.1% 1% 147  appropriations and other dependent
WYOMI NG $621 %9 54 58 $5,822 129 123 $55,649. 142 136 0.5 90 86 measures are thus affected.
. . §
UNITED STATES $1,055 100 100 100 $4,522 100 /ioo $39,080 100 A:oo 11.66 100 100 4 46
. . . - Ll -~ . r ~ -
st L Phibd YAVITYSIE




- o BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TABLE 3 A 8 c D £ Fa Fb Fc Ga 6t G N I
THE BASIC DATA , . -
198485 - - Res | dent High Anpual Tax Tax . State Local State System Estimated Personal
fopulation School FTE Public Capacity Revenues Approp Approp. ' Res-Ag—ed _ Support Tultion ‘Disposable
July 1983 Grodustes Enroliment FY 1083 FY 1983 1984-85 1984-85 App 84-85 ~ Incex 1981-82 Rev 84-85 ' (ncome 8)
(000) Spring 84 1984-85 {000,000) {000, 000) tooo,ooo)‘ (000,00) (000,000) Appn Tultion Totel (000,0000)  (000,000)
ALABAMA 3,959 48,1%0 12%,600 $3,390.0 $3,033,0 $500.7 $4.0 $60.0 101 108 102 $145.5 $31,52¢
ALASKA 479 5,457 14,286 $1,811.0 §2,322.0 $166.9 $0.0 $15.7 M o4 $15.7 . $6,893
AR I TONA 2,963 26,530 128,029 ”i&’,"‘ $3,110.0 $370.6 $97.3 $68.4 109° 106 106 $122.4 $27,375
ARKANSAS 2,328 27,9% 56,74 '$2,800.0 $1,770.0 $241.0 $0.0 $33.3 103 108 . 108 $36.8 $18,123
CAL IFORNIA 25,174 258,702 ' 979,87 $34,495.0  $32,606.0  $3,779.0  $449.1  $429.5 68 80 86 $2489.0 $287,310
COLORADO 3,139 32,954 113,422 $4,450.0 53,579.0 $359.7 $12.6 $97.4 104 112 106 $184.0 $33,822
. CONMECTICUT 3,138 46,500 60,6800 $4,264,0 $4,380.0 $245.8 $0.0 $44.3 100 101 100 $72.8 £39, 361
DELAWARE 606 8,110 21,845 $810.0 $692.0 $84.0 $0.0 $5.2 115 13 p 119 $51,0 $6,304
D.C. 623 5,692 7,025 3833.0 $1,241.0 ~ $0.0 $63.7 $0.1 103 ¢8 102 $6.3 $8,030
ORIDA 10,680 93,873 264,782 $13,367.0 $9,13.0 $1,022.2 $0.0 31757 9 90 94 $194.3 $106,149
QRSIA 5,732 63,218 130,228 $5,620.0 $5,454.0 $619.4 - . $4.3  $140.5 m _nz $140.0 $50,907
14 HANAI | 1,023 12,990 29,762 $1,352.0 $1,478.0 $211.9 $0.0 $31.7 116 115 116 £29.1° $10,759
10AHO 989 11,980 27,799 $1,005.0 $848.0 - $112,8 .1 $13.6 105 109 106 $18.2 $8,25
ILLINDIS 11,486 142,933 370,292 - $1%,155.0 $14,010.0 $1,102.9 $183.8 $213.4 9 o4 g5 £34.7 $121,788
IND 1ANA ) 5,479 70,268 156,300 $5,696.0 $4,942.0 $548.8 $0.0 $71.4 118 123 17 5.5 $48,829
WA 2,905 40,451 97,128 $3,226.0 $3,382.0 $371.1 $14.6 $60.1 106 118 108 ‘f;s.s $26,40%
'KANSAS 2,425 26,7100 91,022 $3,038.0 $2,700.0 $529,1 $30.9 $91.2 106 112 107 - "384.0 323,067
KENTUCKY 3,714 ° ~43,530 88,359 $3,596.0 $3,131.0 $403.8 $0.0 S111.8 103 109 105 $97.6 $30, 287
LOUIS TANA 4,438 46,092 123,664 $6,026.0 $4,447.0 $567.3 $0.0 $176.7 107 108 107 $tn .y 339,582
" MAINE 1,146 15,729 26,614 $1,110,0 $1,227.0 $90.8 $0.0 $6.0 100 95 929 $39.9 $9,751
1 MARYL AND 4,304 57,335 144,874 $5,031.0 $5,424.0 $476.5 $65.9 $103.0 , 97 9 7 $187.4 $46, 300
- MASSACHUSETTS 5,767 82,441 137,000 $6,880.0 $8,168.0 $577.8 $0.0 $25.2 9 = 97 $125.6 364,585
3 1GAN 9,069 122,000 305,964 $9,850.0  $12,367.0 $951.9 $99.5 $135.2 104 103 104 $514.3 388, 198
SOTA 4,144 - 59,593 154,875 $4,797.0 $5,883.0 $640.0 $0.0 $89.7 106 103 106 $181.0 $41,203
! MISSISSIPPI 2,%7 30,681 53 $2,170.0 $1,969.0 $316.1 $15.8 $93.9 93 9 o4 $90.3 $18,303 ~
MISSOUWR | 4,970 60,388 128417 $5,255.0 $4,547.0 ~$385.0 $25.6 $42.5 100 101 100 $146.6 $46,302
MONT 817 10,224 29,355 $1,062.0 $956.0 §105.4 $2.3 $10.3 106 101 103 $20.8 $7,002
1,997 19,381 53,804 $1,827.0 $1,795.0 $213.2 $27.1 $97.7 100 115 110 $54,2 $15,185
NEY. 89t 9,006 22,403 $1,%97.0 $942.0 $78.6 $0.0 $10.1 91 83 89 $24.6 $9,500
NEW SHIRE 959 13,800 21,441 - $1,121.0 $854.0 $42.6 $0.0 $2.8 110 123 113 $60.8 $10,131
NEW QERSEY 7,468 99,610 165,370 $9,390.0  $10,758.0 $727.6 $81.4 $159.1 9% 93 96 $227.3 $89, 568
NEW 1c0 1,390 16,978 48,143 $1,900.0 $1,412.0 $227.3 $10.8 $40.2 115 129 19 $28.4 $11,708
NEW YORX 17,667 205,501 431,37 $19,087,0  $32,237,0  $2,233,2  $238.4 $311.2 92 89 92 's410.7 $189,797
NORTH CAROL INA 6,082 69,475 ™ 233,753 $5,815.0 $5,454.0 $931.4 $36.0 $217.7 102 100 .102  $118.6 $51,540
NORTH DAKOTA 680 9,121 29,844 $901.0 $724.0 $110.7 $1.4 ' $28.5 9 100 97 $31.0 $7,070
OHIO 10,746 + 153,000 283,857 $11,418.0 $11,689.0 $939.1 $33.3 $161.3 108 - 117 110 $581,.6 $102,632
OKLAHOMA 5,3 35,254 108, 750 $4,864.0 $3,570.0 $367.6 $4.9 $63.8 105 1IN 107 $70.7 §30,355
OREGON 2, 28,6847 91,235 $3,083.0 $3,018.0 $282.6 $69.0 $70.4 103 104 103 $109.8 $24,041
PENNSYLVANEA 11,693 153,850 298,935 $12,560.0  $13,126.0 $865.0 $47.8 $61.7 105 108 108 $520.1 $116,322
RHODE | SLAND 1] 11,635 25,046 $914.0 $1,230.0 $08.4 $0.0 $2.1 105 112 107 $35.7 $9,640
SOUTH CAROL INA 3,264 40,226 77,843 $2,6812.0 $2,580.0 $440.2 $9.6 $122.7 103 110 10% $114.0 $25,850
~ SOUTH DAXOTA . 700 9,304 19,334 $738.0 * $622.0 $51.7 $0.0 $11.4 105 113 107 $20.6 $6,163
‘ TENNE SSEE 4,685 « 54,048 116,897 $4,204,0 $3,637.0 $496.3 '$0.0 $90.0 102 107 103 $126.4 $39,267
TEXAS 15,724 168,880 487,802 $25,878.0  §15,453.0 $2,299.6 $110.1 $703.3 103 102 103 $283%.0 $157,145
UTAM 1,619 19,618 55,600 $1,633.0 $1,540.0 . $231.3 $0.0 $30.2 109 121 112 $52.7 $12,490
VERMONT 525 7,165 14,275 $548,0 $561.0 $37.0 $0.3 $10.1 116 132 120 $50.6 $4,525
VIRGINIA 5,550 66,568 179,638 $6,094,0 $5,671.0 $673.4 $0.0 $126.3 99 103 100 $225.¢ $57,199
WASHINGTON 4,300 47,591 150,690 $5,128.0 $5,210.0 $558.4 $0.0 $63.3 97 93 96 $133.6 $45,732
WEST VIRGINIA 1,965 23,309 ' 53,784 $2,113.0 $1,75%4.0 $192.8 $0.0 $55.3 107 115 109 $57.0 $15,589
¥ iSCONS IN 6,751 68,541 193,547 $4,765.0 $6,715.0 $611.5 $90.5 $78.8 106 106 106 $237,2 $45,861
WYOMING si4 5,764 21,384 $1,190.0 $1,253,0 $100.1 $26.6 $15.6 103 1M 105 $13.4 $5,224
* UNITED STATES 233,980 2,787,365 7,041,846 $275,194,0 $275,194.0 $27,389.8 $1,880.7 $4,855.4 100 100 100 $7,427.1 $2,330,993
4 / ey Pl
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TABLE 4

SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE -
SUPPORT OF
PUBL IC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

~

AR| ZONA

ARKANSAS

CAL IFORN1A

1977-78

1979-80
1980~-81
1981~-82
1582-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78

1979-80 ,

1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1583-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
198384
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82

1982-83.

198384
1984-85
1985-86

n
Res |dent
Student
Source High
Schoo! Grads
HS grads’
per
'.m . .
pop.  Index
13,2 93
12.7 91
13.2 97
12.6 95
12,5 96
12.5 100
12,2 102
NA NA
12,2 85
'3.2 ”
13.3 98
15.4 116
13.2 102
12.5 100
11.4 96
NA NA
11.6 81
13.0 94
12.0 88
10,4 78
$0.0 77
10.3 -&83
9.0 75
NA NA
12,8 90
12,8 92
13.0 96
13,1 99
13.4 103
13.4 107
12,0 101
NA NA
13.6 96
12.5 90
11.7 86
1.1 83
11.0 84
10.7 85
10.3 - 86
NA

2
Aftendance *
Expans lon
Ratio
FTE pubdilc
students
per HS
grad index
2.4 109
2.3 10
2,35 102
2.50 106
2.43 101
2.47 100
2,61 103
NA NA
2,09 95
1.9 91
2.19 ~ 95
2.06 87
2.5% 106
2.58 108
2.62 104
NA NA
4.62 218
5.88 178
4.08 178
4.58 194
4.71 196
43 175
4.83 19
NA NA
1.81 84
1.85 a5
1.87 81
1.80 76
1.8% n
1.84 75
2.03 80
NA NA
3.40 158
5.46 159
5.85 167
4.02 170
3.92 163
3.73 182
5.78 150
NA NA

index

ENROL
Student
Enrol Iment
(£ x £2)
Annuai
FTE publilic
students
per 1,000
pop.
31.0 109
3.4 100
31.0 99 .
31.5 100
30.3 97
30.8 101
¥M.7 105
NA NA
25.0 82
26.3 86
29,2 o3
1.7 100
35.8 108
32.4 106
”-8 ‘ ”
NA NA
53.6 175
50.6 166
49,0 157
47.6 152
47.3 19
4.4 145
43.2 144
NA NA
23,2 76
23,7 78
24.3 78
2%.7 75
24.7 79
24,6 80
24.4 81
NA NA
6.4 152
43.4 143
45.0 144
44.6 142
43.1 138
9.8 13
38.9 129
"NA

[ }]
" System Support
Index

SEEBEETER

SERLLLEE

288

106

$828222%

App Tultlon Total

102
102

sagguuy

 BEST COPY AVAILABLE.

SYSTEM L
 System
Financle
Requiresents
(ENROL x #3)
Pud students
load ad
per 1,
pop. Index
31.6 103
3.0 102
3.6\ 101
2.1 102
30.9 o0
3.5 103
2.4 108
NA NA
2.5 77
24,7 81
Q5 88
29.8 85
31.8 102
30.4 9
28.0 o3
NA NA
.8 18%
6 178
.9 166
5 16%
.1 160
.1 153
8 152
NA NA
24.4 8o
24.9 82
25.% 82
24.9 79
26.0 83
25.8 « B84
25.6 85
NA NA
9.9 130
37.3 123
- 38.7 124
38.3 122
37.1 118
M2 112
33,4 11
NA NA

Doliars

" 5
?’Q\\s~' Tax Capacity Tex Effort
| o

per
caplta Index Percent index

$5%4 77 80.6%
$627 76 82.0% -
$660 76 85.7%
$7119 76 85.2%
$167 74 90.6%
818 74 87.1%
$8%6 73 89.5%
NA NA NA
$1,120 157 94.4%
$1,527 185 116.4%
$1,88¢ 217 129.08
$2,457 259 166.2%
$3,333 324 184.5%
$3,479 313 179.7¢%
$3,781 321 128.2%
A NA NA
3669 93 105.7%
$7151 9 109.4%
$788 9t 114.6%
$839 88 117.48
$913 89 105.9%
$1,063 96 91.88
$1,122 95 93.
A M NA
$368 19 77.
$644 78 80O.
$671 77 81.4%
$747 79 85.5%
$840 B2 78.9%
$873 718 81.2%
$945 80 80.5%
N NA NA
$810 113 116.7%
$930 115 116.2%
$1,004 116 94.7%
s1,108 117 101.8%
$1,186 ..J15 100,3%
$1,294 116 98.8%
$1,370 117 94.5%
NA  NA NA
3
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TABLE 4 TAX

Index

SEVEN FACTORS Tax Revenue
IN STATE v (#4 x £5)
SUPPORT OF
PUBL IC HIGHER
EDUCAT I ON
HISTORICAL -
Dollars
per
capita
ALABAMA 1977-78 $446 62
1979-80 3514 62
1980-81 $565 65
1968182 $612 - 65
1982-83 $694 67
‘1983-84 , $713 64
1984-85 3766 65
1985-86 NA NA
ALASKA 197758 $1,066 146
1979-80 $1,777 215
1980-61 $2,430 280
1981-82 34,085 431
1962-83 §6,148 597
1983-84 $6,251 562
198485 §4,048 412
1985-86 NA NA
L4
AR} ZONA 1977-78 $707 98
: 1979-80 82t 100
188081 3903 104
1981-82 3985 104
y 1982-83 $967 94
198384 3976 88
198485 $1,050 89
1985-86 NA NA
ARKANSAS 1977-78 $441 61
1979-80 $516 63
1980-81 $546 , 63
1981-82 $639 67
1982-83 $663 64
1983-84 $709 64
198485 $760 65
1985-86 NA ° NA
CAL iFORNIA 1977-78 $946 13
' 197980 $1,104 134
19080-81 $951 110
1981-82 §1,127 119
1982-83 $1,190 116
1683~84 $1,279 115
1984-85 $1,295 110
198586 NA NA

#6

Allocation to
Pubiic Higher
Education

‘E&:caﬁon

(total) spprop
as a percent of
tax revenue

15.28
14.68
15.28

(16.9)
(16.2)
(16.9)
(15.7)
(14.9)
13 (14.5)
14.7% - (16.6) -
NA

NA

.28 (15.1)
T8 (12.1)
.58 (10.8)
(7.7
23 (5.8)
.28 (5.7)
58 (7.2)
NA NA

(15.4)
(14.2)
(14.1)
(14.1)
(13.5)
(14.7)
(13.0)
NA NA

(13.2)
(13.5)
(13.3)
(1.9
(12.3)
(11.9)
{13.6)
NA

(12.4)
(12.0)
(15.6)
(13.3)
. (12.2)
10.0% (11.2)
1.7 (13.0)

NA NA

Index

174
163
165
155
155
153
165

15 °
120
103 -

APP

Appropristions

per Student
(TAX x #6/ENROL)

Education

Spprop
3 per

student Index |Rdex

$2,186
$2,71719
$2,753
$3,077
$5,003
$3,541

NA

$5,638
$7,255
$7,944
$8,0836
$9,519

- $9,948

$10,564
NA

$1,718
$1,968
$2,188
$2,473
$2,371
§2,781
£3,120

NA

L
$2,153
u,530

$2,569

52,750
$2,824
$2,938
$3,660

NA

$2,314
$2,789
$2,997
$3,049
$3,042
$3,224
$3,885

NA

107
101
109

~

NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Relsative
to system
financtal

foad

106 .

100
107
99
107
96
101
NA

293
mn
330
342
356

Reijot

percent of -
totai spprop
($/capita) .
10.08 ($7.%
9.9 (34.3)
9.9% (39.:)
9.9% (39.5)
9.9%5 ($10.5)
10.58 ($10.9)
11.98  (315.2)
NA . . N
2,5% ($20,2)
'-n (525.‘2)
1.48  (3$29.9)
1.08  ¢$34.7)
0.3 ($37.1)
917" ‘m.a)
9.4 ($32,8)
NA NA
15.22 (316.5)
14.78 ($17.1)
15.88 ($20.2)
15.24 ($21.2)
14.48 ($18.8)
14.08 ($20.1)
14.68 ($23.1)
NA NA
14.0% (38.2)
14.08 (36.8)
14.08 (310.2)
14.08 ($10.6)
14.0% ($11.4)
14,15 ($11.9)
13.88 ($14.3)
NA NA
8.7 ($10.2)
9.08 ($12,0)
9.48 {$14.0)
9.5% ($14.3)
9.868 ($14.3)
10.68  (315.2)
10.18  (316.9) -
NA NA

.
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Factor

Factor
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TABLE 4
~ SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCAT I ON
‘ HISTORICAL

ALABANA

ALASKA

'
>
(o=

]

ARKANSAS

CAL {FORNIA

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
198384
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980~81
1981-82
1982-83"
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-83"
1585-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82,
1982-83
1983-84
198485
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
16984-85
1985-86

TUITION
Estimsted Tultion
pér Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)
Relative Relative
o system to psrsonal
Dol lars tinencial disposable
per {oad income/cap
student iIndex lndq&~ i ndex
$649 119 [RE I 148
§745 117 1 ' 144
$851 121 116 151
$855 110 103 139
$1,027 119 113 150
$1,108 142 107 142
$1,1% 110 105 137
NA NA NA NA
€
$613 112 119 70
$608 . 1! 67
$673 9 102 - 74
$719 92 98 | 68
$732 84 90 61
$920 93 99 62
$1,099 104 1 72
NA NA NA KA
“§$570 104 98 114
$665 104 98 112
115 102 96 108
$772 99 94 104
$809 93 88 98
$899 9 86 w
$956 9 86 98
NA NA NA NA
$522 96 88 122
$657 103 - 95 128
$738 105. 98 133
$847 (%§- 101 142
$821 95 88 121
$869 s 82 114
$1,001 95 88 121
NA NA NA NA
$162 30 37 26
$195 »n 38 27
$217 51 39 27
$274 35 44 30
$358 41 52 36
$473 48 60 42
$500 47 59 41
NA NA NA NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

OUTPUT
. Appropr lations
& Est. Tultion
par Student
(APP + TUITION)
Education
spprop +
tuition §/
student Index
$2,83%6 109
$3,212 108
"$3,630 111
$3,609 102
34,104 111
4,111 107
$4,699 104
NA NA
$6,251 249
$7,863 256
$8,617 264
$9,57% 211
$10,250 276
$10,869 267
$11,683 258
KA NA
$2,289 88
$2,633 86
$2,903 89
$3,245 92
$3,180 a6
$3,681 S0
$4,076 90
NA NA
$2,675 103
. 83,187 104
$3,307 101
$3,597 02
$3,645 %8
$3,807 o4
$4,661 103
NA NA
$2,476 95
$3,214 99
$3,323 94
$3,400 92
$3,697 91
$4,384 97
NA NA

Relative

to system

financlal*

load
Index

107

© 103

109
100
108

99

102
NA

256
272
281
288
294
284
275

NA

83
81
84
87
81
85
83
NA

98
99
97
97
94
89
98
NA

m
113
s
109
107
106
13

INPUTS
Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student
(14/01x82)
. , Ralative
t0 systom
Dollars financial
per load
student Index (ndex
$17,874 76 75¢
$20,642 76 73
$21,290 Me— 175
$22,807 75 74
$25,289 77
$26,532 73
$26,990 69 68
NA NA NA
$45,215 193 205
$50,139 214 228
$64,493 233 248
$77,403 256 213 -
$98,486 300 - 319
$107,439 296 315
$126,767 324 M5
NA NA NA
$12,491 53 50
$14,848 55 52
$16,086 58 55
$17,612 58 55
$19,314 59 85
$23,934 66 62
$25,971 66 63
NA NA NA
$24,464 104 99
$27,1% 100 o5
$27,614 100 95
$31,547 104 99
$33,947 103 98
$35,468 9 93
$38,772 99 o4
NA NA NA
$17,455 74 86 -
. $21,907 81 94
$22,3%7 8 o4
$24,849 82 96
$27,504 84 97
$32,543 90 104
$35,240 90 105
NA KA NA
PSS LRI T

PROCESS
Collective’
Financlal -
Actions
(#5x86x47)

Percent Index

15.98
15.6%
17.1%
15.68
16.28
15.5§

17.
NA
15.68
15.5¢
',o"
‘2.“
10,48
10.1%
9.2%

138
145
138
144 |
138
150 3

125
120

1e'
106’

18.3%
17.7%
18.0%
18.4%
16.5%
15.4%
15.7%

157
153,
157
146
137
136
NA

10.9%
1.7 104
12,08 102
11,48 97
10.7% 95
10.78
12.06 104
A

14.28
15.6%
14.4%
15.4%
1248
11.4%
12.4%

128
120
122
114
110
101
108

NA

144

Relative
to system
f Inancial
1oad
I ndex

141
135
142
133
141
135
NA

133
127
121
112
o8
96
83
NA

156
148
145
149
138
129
128

127
118
125

NA

03
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g SEVEN FACTORS Res Ident - Attendance Student System Support System Tex Capaclty Tex Effort
IN STATE Student Expanslon Enrol Inant Index F inanclal * '
SUPPORT OF ‘ Source High Ratlo (1 x #2) Requirements
. PUBLIC HIGHER Schoo! Grads ’ (ENROL x #3)
EDUCAT ION ) Annual
HISTORICAL N HS grads . FTE public FTE public . Pudb students
per students students ; load ad] Dollsrs
1,000 per HS per 1,000 per 1,000 per
pop. fndex grad Index - pop. Index App Tultlon Total pop.  Index capita Index Percent {ndex
® N L 4 ‘ -
COLORADO - 1977-78 14.2 100 3.07 143 43.5 142 108 112 106 46,1 151 $777 108 92.08 92
- 1979-80 13.5 97 3.04 139 40.9 135 A4 112 106 45.4 143 $908 110 - 91.08 91
1980-81 12,9 95 3.15 137 40,7 130 104 112 106 43.1 138 $955 110 9.2 96
1981-82 12.4 83, 3.26 138 40.5 129 104 112 106 42,9 137 - $1,066 112 - 90,48 90
1982-83 12,0 92 3.33 13 .9 127 104 112 106 . 42.3 135 $1,161 113 ¢ 83.65 @84
» - 198384 * 11,4 91 3.37 137 3.3 125 104 112 106 40.,6. 133 $1,3%0 121 80.8% 81
1984-85 10.5 88 3.4 136 36.1 120 104 112 106 338.3 127 $1,418 121 ‘80.4§ 80
. " 1985-86 M NA N NA N M N NA NA NA NAC KA NA A NA
WCTICUT 1977-78 15,8 11 1.19 55 18.8 61 100 101 100 18.8 61 $7177 108 101.1% {01
1979-80 15.6 112 1.22 56 - 19.0 63 100 101 100 19.0 63 $891 108 90.9¢ 100
: 1980-81 14,9 109 1.3 57 19.5 62 100 101 190 19.5 62 $940 108 102.3% 102
’ 1981-82 15.0 113 1.32 56 19.7 63 100 100 100 18.7 63 $1,059 112 99.88 100
1982-83 14.8 113 1.4 56 19.8 63 100 101 100 - 19.8 63 $1,132 110 102.7% 103
+  1983-84 14,8 119 J.33 54 19.8 64 100 101 100 19.8 64 $1,298 117 99.08 99
, © 1984-85 14.8 124 1.31 52 19.4 64 + 100 100 100 -19.4 64 $1,3%9 116 102,78 103
- 1985-86 NA NA . NA NA +NA NA NA NA NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA
. *3 *
, - DELAWARE 1977-78 15,9 11 2,12 99 33.6 110 115 131 119 40.0 13 - $88% 123 8?.2‘ 85
! 1979-80 15.5 111 2,23 102 4.6 114 15 131 119 4.1 138 $957 116 86.5%% 686
1980-81 15.1 1" 2,35 102 35.% 113 15 13 119 . 42,2 135 $949 109 . 95.58 95
«® 1981-82 14.9 112 2.45 104 3.6 117 15 13 119 43.6 139 $1,05¢ 112 68.9% 89
1982-83 14.7 113 2.46 102 " 36,1 115 115 131 119 ‘43,0 137 $1,142 11" 86.88 67
1983-84 14,3 115 2,54 103 3.3 118 115 13 119 43.2 14 $1,217 113 84.08 &4
1984-85 13.4 112 2.6 107 3.0 120 115 13 119 42.9 143 $1,337 114 8%.48 85
e 1985~-86 NA KA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
. hnd *
Q48T CoL 1977-78 9.3 65 1,33 62 12,3 &0 103 98 102 12.6 41 $834 116 | .7 n2
1979-80 11.0 79 1.18 54 12,9 43 103 S8 102 13.2 43 $941 114 126,58 127
1980-81 10,0 73 1.23 54 12,3 39 103 8 102 12.5 40 $932 110 132,38 132
« ' 1981-82 10.1 76 1.28 54 13,0 41 103 98 102 13.2 42 $1,05%6 111 131,28 131
1982-83 9.1 70 1.50 62 13.6 43 103 ¢8 102 13.9 44 $1,143 119 145.58 145
1983-84 10,2 82 1.29 53 13.2 43 103 S8 102 15.5 44 $1,260 113 144,98 145
1984-85 9.1 7”7 1.37 54 12,6 42 103 98 102 12.8 43° $1,337 114 149,08 149
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA _ NA NA NA NA
FLORIDA 1977-718 11,2 79 2.%3 118 28.3 92 95 90 'L 26.6 87 $748 104 73.24 13
1979-80 10,7 77 2.5% 117 27.4 90 95 90 o4 25,8 85 $842 102 73,48 73
1980-81 10.3 76 2.66 116 27.4 88 95 90 94 25.8 82 $866 100 78.28 18
) igg1-82 10,1 76 2.64 112 26,7 85 95 S0 o4 25,14 80 $947 100 73.88 174
‘ 1982-83 9.7 75 2.7% 114 26,7 85 85 90 94 . 25.1 80 $1,041 101 73.3% 13
1983-84 9.1 72 2.83 115 25.6 84 95 Q0 4 24.1 79 $1,156 104 -~ 72.1% 12
- : 1684-85 8.8 74 2.82 112 24.8 82 95 S0 94 23.3 77 $1,252 Y06 12.7% 713
a 1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA - NA NA
\—/ g @ ’ - >
' n [

54 o . y
' BEST COPY AvAILARLE 55
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TABLE 4

SEVEN FACTORS
I8 STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBL IC MIGHER
EDUCATION -
HiSTORICAL

v

COLORADO

CONNECT ICUT

DEL AWARE

DIST COL

FLORIDA

.

1977-18
1979-80

1980-81

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1961-82
1982-8%
198384
1984-85
198586

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1968182

1982-83
198 3-84
1984~85
1985-86

1977-78
1979~80
198081
1981-82
1982-83
198384
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
198081
1981-82
1982-83
168384
1984-85
1985-86

TAX .
Yax Revenue
(#4 x 135)
Doliars
per
ceplts Inden
$714 90
$826 100
$918 106
$964 102
$970° o4°
$1,091 98
$1,140 97
NA NA
$786 109
$890 108
961 1y
$1,057 1
$1,162 113
$1,285 116
$1,396 119
NA NA
$754  10%
3828 100
$906 105
§942 99
. $992 96
$1,072 96
$1,142 97
RA NA
$932 1%
$1,190 144
$1,259 145
$1,386 146
$1,662 161
$1,825 164
$1,992 169
NA NA
$548 76
$618 75
- $677 78
$700 74
$762 74
1834 75
$910 77
NA NA

#6

Allocation to
PublIc Higher
Education

Education
(total) approp
8s a percent of
tax revenue

(10.6)
(9.8)
(9.3)

(10.5)

(11.6)

(10.6)

(10.4)

NA

{6.0)
(5.4)
(5.9)
(5.6)
(5.4)
(5.6)
NA

NNOONN®D
ARRRARAR K

saanrarnas
RARRARIARR

[ 3

(8.6)
(10.3)
(10.8)
(12.5)
(12.6)
(11.8)
(12.1)

NA

2 ®azkunasg

(5.6)
(6.0)
(6.4)
(6.0)
(5.6)
(5.3)
(5.1)
NA

VYaroaow
AuARal

g

(10.2)
(10.9)
(11.0)
(11.6)
(10.9)
(10.7)
(10.5)
NA

—n
wa

EERY

PXOVCOO®

Index

97
87
78
90

92

gEel Cust YAV VE-

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(YAX x #6/ENROL)
Relative
Educetion ° fo system Relstive Rgs-Ag-Med
spprop financial to tax t of
$ per load rev/cap total spprop
student index. Index index ($/caplta)

L
$1,383 68 63 68 20.68 ($15.7)
$1,565 64 62 64 20.88 '($16.8)
$1,624 a3 61 60 2.58 ($18.9)
$1,959 7n 68 70 21.88 ($22.0)
$2,061 72 70 77 25.9% ($30.3)
$2,222 72 69 73 25.;} ($30.6)
$2,424 70 67 72 26. ($51,0)

NA NA “NA RA NA NA
$2,036 o9 99 o 19.2¢ (59.1)
$2,03% 84 84 78 19.7% ($9.5)
$2,357 92 92 83 18.65 ($10.5)
$2,416 88 88 9 18.9% ($11.1)
$2,610 92 92 at 18.28 (3511.9)
32,974 96 96 83 18.58 ($13.3)
$3,314 96 196 81 18.08 ($14.1)

NA NA NA NA NA NA
$1,78% 87 76 83 7.5% (54.9)
$2,%08 95 82 95 6.7% 5.1
32,597 101 68 97 6.1% (3$6.0)
$3,020 109 95 110 5.7% (36.7)
$3,253 114 99 1o . 5.98 (§7.4)
$3,252 106 74 109 6.2% ($7.8)
$3,607 104 90 107 6.2% ($8.6)

NA NA NA NA NA NA
§4,257 208 202 160 0.0% $0.0

- $5,559 228 222 158 0.08 $0.0 .
$6,581 257 249 177 . 0.0 ° $0.0
$6,394 232 223 159 0.2 ($0.2)
$6,773 238 23 148 0.2% ($0.2)
$7,269 236 229 144 0.2% ($0.2)
$8,128 234 228 138 0.2% (30.2)

NA NA NA NA NA NA
$3,6 80 84 105 17.0% (39.9)
$2,045" 84 88 112 17.1%  ($11.95)
$2,232 a7 92 112 17.68  ($15.1)
32,504 1A 96 123 17.68 ($14.2)
$2,567 90 95 122 17.38  ($14.3)
$2,885 o4 o9 125 17.38  ($15.4)
$3,197 92 97 119 17.28  ($16.5)

NA NA NA NA NA NA

r— -
DU

Tultion
Factor

VO~
223

8% $8E2x

gUNRR

WY £53838

Index

1"s
128
129
125
127
125

102

101
101
10
101

1

1
123
121,

127

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 4 TUITION QUTPUT INPUTS PROCESS
SEVEN FACTORS Estimated Tuition Appropr iations Potential Tax Collective
IN STATE | par Student & Est. Tuition Revenues per Financlal )
SUPPORT OF APP (TUITION . per Student Student ’ : Actions
-~ PUBLIC HIGHER FACTOR - 1,00) (APP + TUITION) (#4/01x82) (#5x#6xf7)
EDUCATION Relative Rejative Relative Relative Relative
HISTORICAL . to system ‘o personal Educatiop 1o system ' to system to system
Dollars tinanclal disposadle approp + f Inanc(al Dollars financiai f Inancla!
per load Icome/cap tultion §/ ioad per 108d . load
student Index index Index sfudent Index Index -student (Index Index Percent index |ndex
COLORADO - 1977-78 $630 115 -~ 103 | 114 $2,013 78 73 $17,851 76 ‘72 1.5 102 96
: 1979-80 $905 142 126 138 $2,470 80 76 $22,170 82 77 11,15 98 o3
1880-81 $1,052 150 134 144 $2,676 82 77 $23,456 85 80 11.48 97 91
1981-82 §1,192 153 137 144 $3,152 89 84 $26,350 87 82 ’ 12,08 102 9
-1982-83 §1,35% 156 140 144 $3,417 92 87 $29,084 8e 83 H.]’ 104 98
. 1983-84 $1,433 145 13 133 $3,655 S0 85 $35,205 97 92 10,48 92 87
1984-85 $1,622 154 137 142 $4,046 89 84 $39,234 100 95 10.33 89 84
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA RA NA NA NA
CONNECTICUT 1977-78 $604 111 109 . 95 $2,641 102 102 $41,377 176 176 6.4 58 58
1979-60 $694 109 108 93 $2,7%0 89 89 $46,825 172 172 5.88 52 . %
. 1980-81 $674 96 95 82 . $3,001 93 o3 $48,262 174 174 6.3 53 53
L. 1981-82 $705 91 ) 16 $3,121 gg 88 ~$53,708 178 178 5.88 50 S0
1982-83 $827 95 o9 79 $3,437. 93 $57,210 174 174 6.08 53 53
198 $1,004 102 101 83 $3,978 S8 98 - $65,672 181 181 6.1 54 54
' 1684-85 §$1,197 114 112 90 $4,%512 100 100 $70,132 178 179 6.4% 56 56
& 1985-86 NA NA NA NA . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
N
) DEL AWARE 1977-78 $1,278 234 179 224 $3,063 118 99 $28,305 112 o4 11,68 105 89
1979-80 §1,408 220 168 219 $3,717 21 102 $27,700 102 [ ) 13,48 119 100
, 1980-81 $1,487 212 162 212 $4,0864 125 105 $26, 740 96 81 15.3 13 109
1981-82 $1,677 216 165 214 $4,697 133 112 $28,926 96 80 16,28 139 117
1982-83 $1,985 229 175 231 $5,238 141 119 $31,601 96 81 16,68 147 ° 123
198384 $2,220 225 172 219 $5,473 134 113 $35,148 97 81 15.65 139 117
1984-85 $2,33% 221 169 12 $5,942 131 110 $37,079 95 80 16.08 138 116
1985-86 - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
DIST COL 1977-78 $315 58 59 47 $4,571 176 173 $67,732 289 283 6.7% 61 60
1979-80 $311 49 5 3 $5,870 191 187 $72,691 268 262 8,18 1 . 70
1980-81 $323 46 47 37 $6,904 212 208 $77,561 280 274 8.9 16 74
1981-82 $532 68 70 54 $6,925 196 192 81,315 269 264 8.5 73 71
1982-83 °  $594 68 70 54 $7,366 199 195 $83,906 255 250 8.8 18 76
190384 $683 69 Il 55 $7,951, 195 192 $95,474 263, 258 8.33 14 73
1984-~-85 $805 76 78 59 $8,933 198 194 $106,454 272 267 8.4 13 71
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
FLORIDA 1977-78 $498 99 101 97 $2,128 a2 87 $26,400 112 120 8.1 13 78
1979-80 $518 81 90 | 84 $2,563 ‘83 89 $30,718 113 120 8.3, 74 78
198081 $5517 80 88 82 $2,789 85 91 $31,555 114 121 8.88 15 80
1681-82: . 3644 83 92 . -84 $3,148 89 85 $35,547 118 125 8.98 16 81
1892-83 $658 76 84 76 $3,225 a7 92 $39,011 119 126 8.3 13 78
168384 $700 71 79 12 $3,584 88 9% ? $45,082 124 132 8.0 M 75
1684-85 $734 70 7% . 70 $3,9M 87 92 $50,483 129 137 7.688 67 72
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

e | . BEST COPY AVAILABLE o8
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TABLE ¢

SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBL IC HIGHER

- EDUCATION

HISTORICAL

GEORGIA

HANA! |

{DAHD

ILLINOIS

IND IANA

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
198182
1982-83
198384
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82-

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

fl
Res ident
Student
Source High
. Schooi Grats
HS grads
per
'.m
pop. Index
12.6 89
12.2 88 .
12.1 89
11.9 90
12.0 92
11.7 93
11.0 93
NA NA
15.4 108
15.2 109
14.7 108
15.1 114
14.2 109
13.0 104
12,7 107
NA NA
15.8 111
15.0 108
14.4 106
13.9 105
13.3 102
12.7 101
12,7 102
NA
14.3 100
14.9 101
13.5 180
13.7 103
13.7 105
13.0 104
12.4 104
< NA NA
14.4 01
14.7 106
14,3 105 .
14.3 108
14.5 11
15.6 109
12.8 108
NA NA
+

7] ENROL
Attendance Student
Expanslon Enrof iment
Ratlo (F1 x #2)
Arnusl .
FTE pubdlic FTE pudiic
students students
per HS R 1000
grad tm’\ pop.  Index
2.00 93 25.2 a2
1.4 89 23.8 78
1.95 -1 ] 23.6 5
1.98 84 23.6 ki
2.00 83 24.1 7
2,01 a2 23.5 - 7
2.08 82 22.7 75
NA NA NA ' NA
2.3 107 35.6 116
2,16 9 > 32,8 108
2.19 95 32,3 103
2,15 o 32,5 104
2.33 97 33,1 106
2.43 99 31.5 103
2.29 '] 29,1 1
NA NA NA NA
1.98 92 3.4 102
1.95 89 29.3 9%
2,11 92 30,4 97
2.18 92 30.3 97
2.28 95 30.4 97
2,32 o4 29.3 96
2.32 92 28.1- 93
NA NA NA NA
2.09 97 29.8 97
2.15 o8 30.2 99
2.41, 105 32.7 108
2.49 105 M.2 109
2.48 103 33.9 108
2.46 100 32.0 104
2,59 103 32.2 107
NA NA NA NA
1.78 83 25.5 83
1.77 81 26.1 86
1.96 85 28,0} 90
1.98 84 28.4 90
1.99 a3 20.8 92
2.10 86 28.7 93
2.22 88 208.5 95
NA NA NA NA

BE2L CObA ¥AV: 75

”
System Support
Phdex

App Tultion Totai

"M 112 M
1M 1z m
"y 1z i
. 1z 1
1" 11z, 1
" 112 1
" 11z
RA NA NA

116. 115 16
116 115 116

116 115 116

116 1153 116
116 115 116
16 113 116
116 115 118

NA NA NA
105 109 106
105 109 106
105 109 106

88
22
88

105 109 106
105 109 106
NA NA NA
95 94 95
95 94 95
95 94 95
95 o 95
95 o4 93
95 o4 95
95 94 95
NA

R R
- e ot e e
AR AR AR AR AR
- e -t - as
NMNNMNNNNN
VRV RV R R P e
-t et - -t -
s et wem
v wd wd wd w o=

NA NA NA

SYSTEM LOAD
System
Financial
Requirements
(ENROL x F3)e
Pub students
load adj
per 1,000
pop. Index
2.0 o1
26.4 87
2.1 84
m.z 83
26,7 85
26,1 85
25.2 84
NA NA
“.3 13
8.0 125
3.4 120
37.8 120
38g.4 123
3.6 119
33.7 nz2
NA NA
.53.3 109
31.0° 102
32,2 103
32.t 102
32.3 103
3t.t 1o
29.8 99
NA NA
. 28,3 92
28,7 94
31.0 99
32,5 104
32.2 103
30.4 9
30.6 102
NA  NA
29.9 98
3.5 100
32.7 105
33.2 106
33.7 108
33.5 f09
33.4 111!

2
3
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o

Tax Capacity

Bollars
per .
capite index Percent Index

A

$611
$685
$705
$778
3858
$931
$980

NA

$717
$867
$891
$1,010
$1,076
$1,300
$1,322
NA

$633
§734
$79

830

$891
$958
$1,016
NA

$806
$929
$969
$1,022
$1,070
$1,09
$1,145
NA

$70S
$817
$849
3877
$932
$986
$1,040
NA

85
a3
a1
a2

84
83
NA

105
106

112
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Yax Effort

2888822
azizhxak

1 33
aag
£ ZE2ZEe38 EZSNEBCZ Z

-

2533838
CEEEEEY

s

2EEEEER
2aakhau

$

-
31 3§35

©
n

4



TABLE 4

SEVEN FACTORS
- IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCAT I ON
HISTOR ICAL

GEORGIA

ILLINOIS

IND IANA

197378
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1

1983-04
198485
1905-86

1977-78

1979-80

1980-81
1981-82
1982-03
1983-04
19804-85
1985-88

1977-78
1979-80
1960-81
1981-82
1902-83
1983-84
1984-83
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

- 1981-82
* 1986283

1983-84
1964-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81%
1981-82
1982-83
198384
1984-85
158586

TAX
Yax Revenue
(4 X #%5)
Dollars
per
cepita Index
$532 74
$612 74
$675 78
$748 »
40815 .79
$692 80
$952 8
NA NA.
99 128
$1,010 122
$1,137 1%
$1,257 132
$1,393 13
$1,369 123
$1,445 123
) NA NA
$572 80
$653 79
19 as
$733 77
$77% 75
$810 73
- $857 73
NA NA
$761 106
$680 107
$958 111
$1,048 110
$1,124 109
$1,173 105
$1,220 104
NA NA
$580 81
$675 82
NS 82
§739 78
$825 &
$870 78
$902 77
NA NA

- et b e wmb wb -
NN?--N
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Allocation to

Public Higher
Education

Education

(total) spprop

as a percent of
‘fax revenue

8.7%
9.4%

@000
3313

ARARRAX R

13.8%
12.4%
12.6%
12.5%
11.5%
11.7%
12.1%

oydppoo
AXAL KRR

3

L (11,2)
012,00

(12.0)
(12.3)

S (11.8)

(1.m»
(11.4)
NA

(14.7)
(14.3)
(13.9)
(14.0)
(13.1)
(14.9)
(14.3)
NA

(15.9)
{14.3)
(14.3)
(13.9)
(12.8)
(13.2)

(13.8)

103

- 101

10‘
06
101
106
109
NA ¢

NPP
Appropriations
per Student
(TAX x #6/ENROL)
Relative
Education to system
approp financlal
$ per foad
student Index |ndex
$1,831 * g9 81
$2,410 99 89
$2,690 104 95
$3,074 11 100
$5,193 112 101
3,201 106 96
$3,710 107~ 96'
NA NA NA
$3,190 1% 1M
$3,634 149 129
4,115 161 13
$4,543 163 142
35,3505 187 161
$5,481 178 153
$6,09% 173 151
NA ' NA NA
$2,52% 123 117
$2,773 114 109
$2,971 116 110.
$2,981 108 103
$2,870 101 96
$3,227 105 100
§35,705 107 102
NA NA NA
$1,927 M 99
$2,254 93 %
$2,307 90 93
$2,349 a3 87
2,719 88 93
$2,699 84 8o
NA NA NA
$2,038 100 87
$2,347 96 . 84
$2,451 9% 83 ,
$2,5%090 9§ 79
$2,491 88 76
$2,734 89 77
$3,054 88 77
NA NA NA'

61

Reilstive
1o tax

rev/cap
| ndex

21
133
135
141
142
133
132

NA

122

122
122

E

7

135 |
140

123
113

Res~Ag-Med
percent of
total approp
{$/capita)
22.3% ($13.3)
21,98 ($16.1)
21.5%% ($17.4)
20.88 ($19.1)
20.3% ($19.6)
23.1% (323.2)
22.5% (324.5)
NA © NA
15.98 (321.%)
16.08 ($25.3)
15.7% ($27.9)
14.08 ($28.6)
15,48 1.4)
15.08 ($31.0)
NA NA
12.98  ($11.8)
13.08 (312.1)
11.95  ($12.2)
11.68  ($11.8)
12.08 ($11.9)
11.58  ($12.3)
11.7%  ($13.8)
NA NA
15.68 ($10.6)
16.1%  ($13.1)
16.3 ($14.%)
16.45 (313, 3)
16.88 (8$16.1)
16.7%  ($17.4)
16.6% ($18.6)
S
14.6% (38.9)
15.9% ($9.9)
13.6%8 ($10.8)
13.58  ($11.1)
15,7  ($11.4)
13.68  ($12.4)
13, ($13.0)
NA NA

n
Tuition
fFactor
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TABLE 4 TUITION QUTPUT ' INPUTS , PROCESS
SEVEN FACTORS tstimated Tultion . Appropr latlons ' Potentlal Tax . Coliective
IN STATE x ) per Student & Est, Tuition Revenues per Financial
SUPPORT OF APP (TUITION per Student Student Actions
PUBL IC HIGHER FACTOR - 1,00) . (APP + TUITION) © (14/81x82) (#52fbui))
EDUCATION Relative Relative Relative Relative ‘W Relative
HISTORICAL : S to system to personsl Education to system . to system . to system
Dot tars financial disposabie spprop + tinanciai Dol lars fInancial . financlal
per load income/cap  tultion §/ load t . per . toad load
. student [ndex Index i ndex student index index student Index |ndex Percent Index Index
1
GEORGIA 1977-78 $555 102 N 118 $2,387 92 a3 $24,239 103 93 .68 @89 80
1979-80 $620 97 7 112 $3,00 99 . 89 $28,798 106 96 10.5 93 64
1980-81 $728 104 3 122 $3,419 108 o4 $29,932 108 97 1M.48 97 87
1981-82 $815 105 o4 124 $5,889 110 ' 99 $32,930 109 98 11.85 101 91
. : : 1982-83 $842 97 87 114 $4,034 109 98 $34,827 106 95 $1.6%8 103 9z
1983-84 $1,003 102 91 117 $4,284 105 95 $39,609 109 o8 10.88 96 87
R 1984-85 $1,075 102 o 114 $4,78% 106 95 $43,155 110 99 1.1 96 86
- 1985-86 NA NA NA NA ' NA NA NA NA NA -NA NA NA NA
HANAL) 1 1977-78 $445 82 1A 75 7 $3,635 140 121 $21,831 93 80 16.7% 151 130
1979-80 479 75 65 69 $4,113 134 115 $26,424 97 84 ¢ 15.64 138 119 >
1980-81  $473 68 59 64 54,98 141 121 $27,618 100 86 16,68 141 122 §
1981-82 $472 61 53 57 | $5,016 142 122 $31,018 103 89 16.2% 138 119
1982-83 . $462 53 46 50 $5,768 135 134 $32,535 9 85 17.7% 137 135
1683-84 $687 70 60 65 $6,168 152 13¢ $41,262 114 S8 ‘ 14,95 133 115
! 1984-85 $643 80 70 76 $6,608 153 132 $45,427 116 100 15. 131 13
o - 1885-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA " NA NA NA NA NA NA
o A ‘ )
i 1DAHO 4 1977-78 $350 64 59 i TN $2,875 111 105 $20,176 86 81 14.28 129 122
1979-80 $503 79 72 88 $3,276 107 101 $25,110 92 87 - 13.08 118 109
1980-81 $571 81 75 93 $3,542 109 102 $26,014 o4 89 13,68 116 109
1981-82 3575 /74 68 84 $3,555 101 95 $27,3N 9t 8% 13.08 111 105
168283 $555 . 64 59 73 $3,425 82 87 $29,246 89 64 11,75 104 98
1983-84 $566 . 57 53 69 ° $3,793 93 - 88 $32,652 90 85 it.68 103 98
1984~85 $655/ 62 57 74 $4,360 96 91 $36,152 93 87 12.1% 104 98
¢ 1985-86 " NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
ILLINOIS 1877-78 “59 78 83 69 $2,356 91 86 $27,058 ' 115 121 8.7 79 a3
1979-80 $a86 76 81 68 $2,740 89 o4 $30,639 113 119 8.9 79 83
1980-81 $524 75 80 67 $2,831 87 91 $29,655 107 113 ! 9.5%% 81 85
1981-82 '$5719 715 79 68 $2,855 81 _ 85 . $29,864 99 104 9.6 82 86
1982-83 ; $696 80 85 73 $3,045 82 - .86 $31,540 96 101 9.7% 86 90
1983-84 ¢ 3855 87 92 80 $3,575 88 92 $34,236 o4 99 10.48 93 98
1984-85 $923 87 93 . 82 ‘p.ezl 85 8¢9 $35,526 91 96 10.86 93 98
1985-86 { NA  NA NA NA NA  NA NA i M N7 W NA  NA NA
IND FANA 1977-78’ 771 141 115 144 32,809 108~ 93 - $27,603 118 101 10.28 92 79
1979-80 3884 138 113 143 $3,231 105 90 $31,319 115 99 10.3% o1 78
1980-81 $947 135 110 141 $3,397 104 a9 $30,328 109 94 11.28 95 81
1981-82 §1,132 1498 118 154 $3,640 103 88 $30,885 102 87 “11.88 101 86
1982-83 $1,345 155 126 165 ' $3,836 103 88 $32,341 98 84 11.98 105 90
1983-84 - 31,486 151 122 166 $4,220 104 89 $34,402 95. 81 12,38 109 93
1984-85 $1,571 149 121 166 $4,625 102 87 $36,443 93 80 12,78 110 94
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA - NA NA NA
> .

b
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TABLE . 4 n 2 o ENROL ) 7 SYSTEM LOAD '] ] !
SEVEN FACTORS Res ident Attendance Student System Support System ‘ Tox Capacity Tax Eftort
. IN STATE Student Expansion Enrol iment index Flnancial
SUPPORT OF Source High Ratlo (# x #2) Requirements
PUBL IC HIGHER School| Grads ) » (ENROL x #3)
EDUCATION ’ | Annusl .
HISTORICAL HS grads FTE public FTE publlc Pub students .
students students / foad ad] . Dollars
1,000 per HS per 1,000 per 1,000 per

pop.  Index grad index pop.  Index App Tultion Totsl pop.  Index caplta (ndex Percent !ridex

78 97 §748 104 92.6§ 93

10WA 1977-78  16.4 115 1.68 27, 90 106 114 108 2.7
1979-80 16.5 119 1.7 80 28.8 95 106 114 108 31.2 103 $875 106 88.5% 88
158081, 16.1 119 1.92 84 31.1 99 106 114 108 33.5 107 $937 108 93.24 9
B 1981-82 15.9 119 2.06 86 32.4 103 106 114 108 35.0 114 $1,000 109 95.7% 96
1982-83 15.5 119 2.14 89 33,2 106 106 114 108 35.9 115 $1,055 102 98.28 98
1983-84 14.7, 118 2.28 93 33,6 109 106 114 108 36.2 118 $1,063 96 105.4% 105
1984-85 13.9 117 2.0 95 33.4 11 106 114 108 36.1 120 $1,110 o4 104.8% 103
- 1985-86 NA NA NA  NA NA NA A M NA N NA N ° M NA N
KANSAS 1977-78  14.4 101 2.61 121 37.7. 123 106 112 107 40.4 132 $763 106 85.88 86
' 1979-80 14.6 105 2.5 117 37.4 123 106 112 107 40.0 132 $875 106 85,58 85
1580-81 14.0 103 2.7% 119 38.3 123 106 112 107 4.0 13 $948 109 87.1% 87
1981-82 13,2 99 291 1 38.4 122 106 112 107 a1 13 $1,033 109 87.9% @8
1982-83 12.6 97 3,05 127 38.5 123 106 112 107 a.2 132 $1,12% 100 87.0%8 @87 -
> 1983-84 11,7 o4 3.28 132 38.0 124 106 112 107 4.6 132 $1,178 106 87.5% 88
' 1984-85 11,0 92 . 3,41 135 37.% 128 106 112 107 40.2 133 $1,253 107 . 88.95 8%
» 1985-86 NA  NA ‘M NA VA NA NA N M M N N NA M N/
' KENTUCKY 1977-78 12,8 91 1.93 90 24.9 81 103 109 105 %.2 85 $611 83 87.18 87
& 1979-80 12.7 91 1.9 90 - 24.8 81 103 109 105 2.0 86 3693 84 82.64 &3
1980-81. 12,5 92 2,00 90 25.8 82 103 109 105 7.0 87 $736 85 86.7% 87
' 1981-82 12,7 95 2.02 8% 25.6 82 103 109 105 2.9 86 $788 83 83.65 89
1982-83 12,8 58 2.00 83 25.6 82 105 109 105, 2.8 86 $844 82 88.45 88
\ 1983-84 12,2 98 2.04 83 24.8 81 103 109 10% 2.1 85 $910 a2 88.58 88
1984-85 11,7 98 2,03 80 23.8 19 103 109 105 25.0 83 $968 82 87.1% &7
1985-86 NA  NA NA  NA NA  NA M M N N M M N NA N
LOUIS IANA 1977-78 14.2 99 1.91 89 27.1 88 . 107 108 107 2.0 9 $741 103 80.08 80
1979-80" 13.5 97 1.94 89 26,2 86 107 108 107 8.0 9 $850 103 n.a2 n
1980-81 * 13,2 97 2,01 88 2.6 85 107 108 107 28.4 91 $897 103 82.2¢ 82
1981-82 12,9 97 2,13 90 27.4 87 107 108 107 2.3 93 $1,035 109 .78 78
1982-83 10.9 84 2.5 105 21,7 88 107 108 107 29.6 95 $1,200 117 6.7 77
1983-84 10,3 - 83 2,712 11 28.1 92 107 108 107 30.1 98 -$1,2%9 113 61.6% 82
1984-85 10.4 87 2.69 106 27.9 93 107 108 107 2.8 9 $1,358 115 73,88
1985-86 NA  NA N NA NA  NA NA NA  NA NA M NA  NA NA M
MAINE 1977-78  15.4 108 1.60 74 24,7 81 100 95 99 2.4 80 $597 83 110,48 110
, 1979-80 15.2 109 * 1,59 73 24,1 79 100 95 99 23.9 7 $668 81 108.5% 108
1980-81 15,3 113 1.58 69 24,2 77 100 95 99 3.9 N $69¢ 80 109.6% 110
1981-82 15.4 116 1.57 66 24,2 M 100 95 99 4.0 76 $76t 80 - 111,98 i1
1982-83 15,0 115 t.53 64 -23.0 74 100 95 99 2.8 1 $816° 79 113.2% 113
1983-84 14.6 117 1.63 66 2.8 78 100 95 99 . 23.6 N $935 84 106.8% 107
1984-85 13,7 115 1.69 67 23.2 1 100 95 99 23.0 76 $969 82 110.5% 111
' 1985-86 NA  NA NA NA NA  NA M N M NA  MA NA  NA NA MA
4
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TABLE 4 JAX # . APP ”
SEVEN PACTORS " Tax Rsvenue Allocation to Appropriations Tultion
IN STATE (#4 x §3) Public Higher - per Student i Factor
SUPPORT OF Educstion (TAX x #6/ENROL )
PUBL IC HIGHER , ‘
. HISTOR§CAL Education . Education fo system Relative Res-Ag-Med
: Dollars (totai} approp approp financial to tox percent of
per as 8 percent of $ per {oad rev/cap tots! spprop . -Factor
capita Index tax revenve Index  student index Index lndtx, ($/copita) valus [ndex
" 1OWA 1977-78 $692 96 8.7% (10.4) 100 $2,196¢ 107 101 11 . 16.3%3  ($11.8) 1.33 106
. 1979-80 $774 o4 =58 (11.4) 106 $2,559 105 9 ($14.4) 1.32 105
198081 $873 101 9.7% (11.9) 109 $2,741 107 101 ($15.2) 1.32 103
1981-82 938 101 9.7 (11.4) 106 $2,865 104. 98 ($16.9) 1.34 104
1982-83 §1,034 100 10.3%8 (12.1) 119 $5,197 112 106 ($19.5) 1.35 103
1983-84 §$1,121 100 9.2 (10.9) 108 - $3,064 99 ™4 (519.3) 1.39 105
1984-85 §1,164 » 9.68 (11.4) 109 $3,352 97 N (520.7) 1.42 109
1585-86 NA NA NA NA KA NA NA NA NA NA NA
KANSAS 1977-78 $654 2 10.88 (14.1) 124 $1,874 74 86 ($21.4) 1.32 104
’ 1979-80 $747 91 11.88 (15.7) 132 $2,365 97 92 ($29.1) 1.30 103
1980-81 $825 85 12.08 (15.8) 130 $2,582 101 95 ($31.7) 1.27 100
1981-82 $908 96 11.24 (15.0) 123 32,660 96 o ($34.6) 1.27 99
1982-83 3979 95 10,78 (14.7) 123 $2,7113° 95 . 90 (£39.1) 1.28. 98
1983-84 §1,031. 93 10.1% (13.8) 119 $2,750 8% o4 $38.2) . 1.32 100
1984-85 $1,113 95 10.7% (14.1) 121 $3,173 92 86 $37.6) 1.29 o9
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA. RA NA NA
KENTUCKY 1977-78 §$533 74 10.45 (14.9) {20 $2,232 109 106 147 28.08 ($21.6) 1.26 100
1979-80 $575 &9 10.48 (14.5) 116 $2,412 9 96 143 27.9% (%23%.1) 1.26 100.
158081 $638 " 8.5% (13.1) 103 $2,349 92 89 125 27.38 (522.7) 1.29 102
1981-82 $699 74 9.4 (13,00 100 $2,484 90 87 122 30.08 ($27.3) 1.31 102
1932-83 $746 72 9.58 (13.2) 110 $2,7719 98 95 135 28.08 ($27.6) 1.32 101
1983-64 $805 72 9.58 (13.3) 112 $3,090 180 97 138 28.22 ($30.1) 1.33 100
1984-085 $843 72 9.3%8 (12.9) 105 $3,305 95 e3 . 133 27.7% ($30.1) 1.35 102
1985-86 NA NA ‘M NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
LOUISIANA 1977-78 $993 82 7.9% (11.0) 90 $1,727 84 79 102 28.%% ($18.6) 1.26 9
. 1979-80 $656 80 8.9 (12.5%) o9 $2,222 9 83 15 28.8% (3$23.6) 1.23 97
¢, 1980-81 $757 85 9.3 (13.1) 10t - $2,581 . 101 94 118 29.1%  ($28.1) 1.22 95
1981-82 = $804 85 9.7% (13.5) 106 $2,837 103 90 121 28.6% ($31.1) 1.22 gs -
1982-83 $921 89 8.7 (12.3) 109 $2,909 102 96 114 29.1%  (533.1) 1.2% 26
1983-84 81,030 93 7.8 (11.1) 91 $2,845 92 86 100 30.28 ($34.6) 1.29 98
1984~85 $1,002 85 8.8% (12.8) 99 $3,159 91 85 107 31,18 ($39.8) 1.29 o9
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA “NA NA NA NA NA
MAINE 1977-78 $659 92 5.88 (6.,3) 67 $1,561 78 76 83 7.3% ($3.0) 1.%0 118
1979-80. $725 88 6.45 (6.9) 71 $1,919 79 79 90 7.7% ($3.9) 1.48 117
1930-81 $761 88 6.6%5 (7.2) 72 $2,080 8! 81 92 7.7% (34.2) 1.51 118
1981-82 $845 89 6.3% (6.8) 69 $2,197 80 80 89 7.6% ($4.5) 1.56 122
1982-83 $923 90 6.3% (6.8) 3 32,533 89 89 ) 7.2% (54.5) 1.55 119
198384 $999 90 6.1%  (6.5) 7t 32,546 83 83 92 7.35°  (84.8) 1.58 119
1984-65 §1,071 o1 6.9% (7.4) 78 $3,186 92 92 101 6.6% ($5.2) 1.47° 113
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ) NA NA NA
{ ~ ; .

b6 . BESTCOPY
O




Boat LA VAN Wﬁf"

TABLE 4 . TUITION QUTPYT INPUTS, PROCESS

SEVEN FACTORS : Estimated Tultion | Appropriations Potential Tax Collective
IN STATE per Student ( \ ’ & Est. Tultion Revenues per . F Inanclal
SUPPORT OF APP (TUITION . per Student . Student , , Actions
PUBL IC MIGHER FACTOR - 1,00) . (APP ¢ TUITION) (24/01x82) , (#5x46:47)
EDUCATION Reiative Relative Relative . Relative Relat!ve
HISTORICAL to system to personsl! Education 0 system ) to system o0 system
¢ SN Dolters financlal disposasble aspprop ¢ fInancial Doliars financial f mancial
per | ood income/cep tultion §/ load per * joad v . toad
- student Index Index. . Index student Index Index’ student Index {ndex ' Percent index [ndex
' 1 OWA 1977-78 $760 139 122 142 $2,956 114 105 $27,234 116 107 10.9%5 98 9
. 1979-80 $830 130 114 128 ' $3,389 110 102 $30,32t 112 © 103 1.2 99 9
1980-81 $86¢ 123 108 123 $3,605 114 102 $30,187 .109 101 11.98 101 7
. . '1981-82 - $969 125 109 129 $3,834 108 i00 " $30,89 102 95 Y2.48 106 9%
- ' 1982-83 $1,120 129 113 129 $4,317 116 108 $31,72% 96 . 89 13.6% 121 112
. 1983-84 $1,203 122 107 128 " $4,267 105 97 $31,688 87 81 13.5 120 11
. o . 1984-85 §1,398 133 116 - 145 $4,750 105 97 - $33,314 85 79 14.3% 124 114
g , 1885-86 NA  NA NA NA NA' NA NA N NA NA NA KA NA
KANSAS 1977-78 $604 111 9 106 $2,478 96 89 $20,217 86 80 12,38 111 104
1979-80 $713 112 100 108 $3,079 100 94 $23,399 86 81 13.24 116 109
1980-81 $709 101 90 94 $3,291 101 ™ . $24,716 89 83 13,38 113 108
1981-82 $7125 93~ 83 89 . $3,385 96 89 $26,932 89 83 12,68 107 100
. 1982-83 $763 88 1 I 83 © $3,476 94 88 $29,225 89 83 - 11.9% 105 )
' 1983-84 $870 88 79 84 ¥ 83,620 89 83 $31,016 86 80 11.7% 104 97
oo\ 1984-85 $923 87 78 84 $4,096 9 85 $33,377 - 8% 80 12,58 106 99
' , 1985-86 N . NA NA NA M N NA M Nt NA N MNA KA
£ , » . .
G KENTUCKY 1977-78 ~ $%89 108 99 129 $2,820 109 104 $24,521 104 100 11.5 104 )
‘ . 1979-80 $628 S8 90 19 $3,040 99 o4 $28,002 103 98 10.98 96, 91
1980-81 . 3688 98 %0 117 © o $3,037 93 89 $28,5%5 103 98 10.68 90 86
1981-82 $776 100 92 21 $3,260 92 88 $30,802 102 97 10.68 90, s
' . 1982-83 $890 103 94 123 ! $3,668 99 94 . $33,000 100 96 11.15 99 o4
o 1983-84 $1,010 102 94 122 $4,100 101 9% $36,671 101 %6 11.28 100 95
. : 1984-85 $1,105 105 96 128 ;34,409 98 93 $40,698 104 99 10.85 94 89
, 1985-86 NA  NA NA NA NA - A NA LM NA KA N RA NA
LOUISIANA - 1977-78 $441 81 75 95 $2,168 84 78 $27,3713 ° 117 109 7.9 72 67
- : 79 73 91 $2,728 89 83 $32,4%0 120 112 8.48 74 69
79 73 S ]| $3,136 9 90 $35.73%0 122 14 & 933 19 N
. 81 75 91 $3,470 98 - 92 $37,7%. 125 117 : 9.4 79 13
85 79 94 $3,649 98 92 $43,3722 <132 123 8.48 75 70
84 78 -9 $3,677 90 84 $44,767 123 115 8.2 13 58
86 79 96 $4,062 90 84 $48,729 125 117 8.3 12 67
NA NA NA NA  NA NA NA  NA NA NA  NA NA
MA I NE 1977-78 $773 14 149 164 $2,333 90 91 $24,182 103 104 9.6 @7 88
- 1979-80 $918 144 151 m $2,837- 92 93 - $27,M3- 102 403 10.2$ S0. 91
1980-81  $1,051 150 158 179 $3,131 96 97" $28,711 104 105 10.98 93 94
. 1981-82 $1,227 158 166 186 $3,424 97 98 * 831,369 104 105 10.9% 93 9%
1982-83  §$1,399 169 170 192 $3,932 106 107 $35,415 soa 109 11,13 98 99
1983-84 §1,465 148 156 . 175 . 34,011 9 100 $39, 304 110 0.28 91 92
1984-85 $1,499 142 1% 166 $4,686 104 105 $41,707 107 108 1.2 97 %
=, 1985-86 NA  NA A NA N NA M- . w«w NA w M .NAL M
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TABLE 4

SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

MINNESOTA

MISSISSIPPI

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
198485
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1580-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1380-81
1981-82

1982-83

1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-04
1984-85
1985-66

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

n
Res ldent
Student
Source High
. School Grads
HS grads
per
1,000
pop. - Index
15.0 105
14.7 106
14.% 107
14.6 110
14,5 1M
13.9 111
13.3 112
NA NA
4.4 100
5.2 19
6.4 120
4.9 112
4.8 114
4.4 115 -
4.3 120 .
NA NA
16.3 115
15.5 n
14,7 108
14.7 14
14.4 11
13.8 110
13.5 113
NA NA
18.3 128
17.8 128
17.4 128
16.8 126
16.2 125
15.2 122
14.4 124
NA NA
12.1 85
11.8 85
12.6 93
12.4 93
12.6 97
12,4 99
11.9 100
NA NA

NNN!QNNN

Index

f ¥4
Attendance
Expans lon
Ratio
FYE pudblic
students
per HS
gred
2.4 100
2.1% 98
2.20 96
2.24 95
2.29 95
2.44 99
2.53 100
NA NA
1.4% 68
1.41 65
1.36 59
1.49 63
1.46 61
1.60 65
1.66 66
NA RA
2.00 93
2.2% 102
2.41 105
2.40 102
2.41 100
2.5%1 102
2.5%1 99
NA NA
1.99 92
2-09 *
2.27 99
2.3 100
2.41 100
2.50 102
2.60 103
N NA
.87 133
.90 133
.69 117
91 12%
.86 19
87 117
.97 118
NA NA

UUUUUUn

ENROL
Student
Enrol Iment
(M x #2)
Annual
FTE pudblic
students
per 1,000
pop. Index
.l 105
1.6 104
1.9 102
2.7 104 ¢
3.1 106
3.9 110
3.7 112
NA NA
21.0 68
21.4 70
22,3 n
22.2 71
21.6 69
23.0 75
23.8 79
" NA NA
32.7 107
3.6 114
35.5 114
35.3 ns
4.8 111
M.6 113
33.7 112
NA NA
36.3 118
37.3 123
39.5 126
3.9 127
39.1 125
38.1 124
37.4 124
NA NA
34.6 ' 113
34.3 113
3.0 109
35.0 115
35.9 . 115
35.5% 116
35.2 17
NA NA

3

System Support

index

App Tuition Totel

$88%8888%

103

103
103
103
103
103

97
97

- 97

97
97
97
97

BE2L COBA YAVII VBTE

SYSTEM LOAD

System
Financial
Requiremants
(ENROL x #3)
Pub students
load ad]
per 1,000
pop. {ndex
5.1 101
30.7 10t
3t.0 99
3.7 10!
32.2 103
32.9 107
32.7 108
NA NA
20.4 66
20.8 68
2.7 69
21,5 69
20.9 87
22.3% 73
23.0 77
NA NA
34.1 11
36.0 118
3.9 118
36.8 117
36.2 116
%1 N7
NA NA
38.4 125
30.5 30
41,9 134
42.3 135
41.% 132
40.4 132
39.6 132
NA NA
32.5 106
32.2 106
31.9 102
33.8 108
: 33.7 108
\ 33.3 109
A 331 110
- NA NA

)
Tax Capacity

Dol lers
per
capita Index

$719 100
$825 100
5857 99
$941 99
'$1,009 98
$1,106 99
$1,169 99
NA N
669 93

1 $767 93
810 93
914 96
$989 96
$1,116 100
$1,193 10
CONAOM
$734 102
$850 103
$902 104
$922 97
$990 96
$1,03t 93
$1,086 92
NA  NA
3698 97
$833 101
$913 105
$970 102
$1,031 100
$1,007 99
$1,158 98
NA  NA
S N
$578 70
$607 70
659 69
$737 712
$786 71
$839 n
NA NA

9”5

Tax Effort

Percent

112.4%
106.1%
109.3§
108.6%
107.4%
106.2%

107.8%
NA

136.3%
142.4%
144,48
134,53
134.08
119,43
118.7%
NA

101.9%
110.1%
113.2%
115.6%
116.1%
120.3%
125.6%
NA

118.1%
114.9%
115.4%
1" 1s
108.6%
111.3%
122.6%

NA

92.2%
93.6%
96.5%
96.58
94.6%
§2.4%
90.7%
NA

Index

12
106
109
109
107
106

136
142
144
135
14
119
19

102
110
113
116
116
120
126

18
115
115
m
109
m
123

92
97
95

92
9t
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBL IC HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

MARYL AND

MA SSACHUSE TTS

MICHIGAN

 MINNE SOTA

MISSISSIPPI

1977-718
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82 -

1982~83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
197980
1;%0—81
1981-82
1982-83
198384

1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81

1981-82

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-0
1981682
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

TAX
Tax Revenue
(#4 x #5)
Dollears
per
caplita Index
$809 112
76 106
9% 108
$1,023 108
$1,084 1058
$1,175 106
$1,260 107
NA NA
3912 127
$1,093 132
$1,170 135
$1,229 ‘130
$1,323 129
$1,332 120
$1,416 120
NA NA
$748 104
$935 113
$1,021 118
$1,066 112
$1,150 112
$1,241 112
$1,364 116
NA NA
$824 115
= $958 116
$1,053 122
$1,078 114
$1,121 109
$1,221 110
$1,420 12
NA NA
$471 65
54 1 66
586 68
$636 67
$698 68
$726 65
$761 65
.. NA NA

'
*

’
Allocation to
Pubilc Higher
£ducation

Education
ttotal) approp
as a percent of
tax revenue

7.4% (9.1}
a.1% (10.0)
8.38 (10.%)
7.9  (9.9)
8.3 (10.4)
7.6% {(9.7)
8.1% (10.0)
NA NA
6.28 (6.4)
6.43% (6.6)
6.1 (6.3)
6.1% (6.3)
5.7 (6.0)
6.5% (6.8)
6.68 (7.1}
NA NA
8.68 (9.7
8.6% (9.8)
7.48 (8.9%)
8.7% {9.8)
7.5 (8.6)
7.3% (8.4)
7.4%8 (8.%)
NA NA
10.78 (12.3)
10.88 (12.3)
9.7% (11.2)
10.8%8 (12.%)
10.1% (11.7)
10.08 (11.6)
9.4% (10.9)
NA NA
11.88 (16.0)
12,45 (17.0)
12,58 (17.4)
12,18 (17.2)
11,658 (16.4)
12,58 (17.6)
12,13 (16.9)
NA NA

index

84
90
90
87
96
92
91
NA

n
n

33888

APP

Appropriations
per Student

(TAX x #6/ENROL)

Education
8pprap
$ per

student Index

$1,860 91
. $2,235 92
$2,430 95
$2,482 90
$2,703 95
$2,709 88
$3,033 87
N NA
$2,694 132
$3,247 133
$3,199 123
$3,354 122
$3,492 123
$3,783 123
$4,034 116
M N
$1,968 96
$2,321 96
$2,128 83
$2,614 95
$2,467 87
$2,623 85
$2,99¢ 86
M NA
$2,434 119
$2,711 114
$2,594 101
$2,909 105
$2,888 102
$3,210 104
$3,55% 102
NA  NA
$1,612 719
$1,95¢ 80
$2,149 8

82,138 1
42,258 79
$2,550 83
$2,611 715
M NA

Relative
to system
f Inanc lal
load .
I ndex

or -
95
98
93
98
91
90
NA

136
138
129
125
127
127
120

NA

92
92
80
91
83
82
83
NA

112
107
96
99
96
98
97
NA

Relative

o tax
rev/cap
index

81
87
88
83.
90 .
83
82
NA

104
101

93

™

95
102
97
NA

92
84
n
84
78
76
74
NA

104
98
83
93
93

117
127
116
- NA

S
grid i:

Res-Ag-Med

percent of
total approp

($/capita)

19.08 ($14.0

19.1%  ($16:
20.88 (320.4)
19.7% ($19.9)
20.3% (322.8)
19.58 ($22.2)
19,08 ($23.9)
NA NA
3,08 ($1.8)
3. 1% ($2.2)
3.58 ($2.6)
4,08 ($3.1)
4.6% ($3.6)
.23 ($3.8)
4,45 (54.4)
NA NA
11,38 ($8.2)
12,65 ($11.6)
11,98 ($12.9)
12,98 ($12.7)
12,88  ($13.3)
12,98 ($14.9)
RA NA
12.68 (s12.7)
12,58 (314.7)
13,3 ($15.7)
12.88  ($17.1)
14.08 (3$18.3)
13.6%8 ($19.2)
14.08  ($21.6)
NA NA
26,08 ($19.6)
27,28 ($25.0)
28.3% ($28.9)
29.5% ($32.1)
29.3%  ($33.6)
29,18 ($37.00
28.3% ($36.3)
NA NA

'.z,
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TABLE 4 “TUITION . ouTPUT INPUTS PROCESS
SEVEN FACTORS Estimated Tultion Appropr lations Potentlat Tax Col lective
IN STATE per Student 4 Est. Tulition Revenuss per Financlal
SUPPORT OF AP (TUITION per Student Student Actions
PUBLIC MIGHER FACTOR - 1.00) ) © (APP + TUITION) (14/81x82) (F5x86x07)
EDUCAT 10N Relative Relative - Relative Relative Relative
HISTORICAL fo system +to personal, Education {0 system o system o system
- Dol tars financis! dispossble approp + financiail Dol lers financial financlal
t S : per lood - Income/cap tultion &/ .  load per toad load
student Index Index i ndax student Index Index ' student Index Index Percent Index Index
MARYLAND 1977-78 717 13 137 123 $2,5M 99 102 - $22,439 96 99 11.5% 104 107
1979-80 $800 125 130 120 \ $3,035 99 - 102 © $26,089 96 29 11.6% 103 106
198081 878 125 130 120 ¢ 33,308 100 105 326,850 97 100 12.38 105 108
1901-82 $961 124 129 116 ‘ $3,442 97 100 $26,770 95 98 12,08 102 105
‘. 1982-83 $1,052 121 126 1" $3,754“®10 104 " $30,443 3] 95 12.33 109 ns
1983-84 $1,145 116 121 109 $3,854 9 98 $32,653 90 )] 11.68 105 108
198485 $1,294 123 120 114 4,307 % 9 34,727 89 92 12.58 108 m
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA o NA NA NA : NA NA NA
MASSACHUSETTS 1977-78 $484 89 91 85 ) $3,178 122 126 $31,878 136 140 10.08 90 93
1979-80 $601 L) 97 9N $3,848 125 129 $35,847 132 136 10.72 95 9%
1980-81 $670 96 99 92 $3,869 119 122 T $36,280 13Y 135 10.7% 9 93
1981-82 $780 100 103 95 $4,133 117 121 $41,204 136 14 . 10.08 86 ]
1962-83 921 106 110 101 $4,413 119 123 $45,789 139. 144 9.64 85 88
J 1903-84 $928 9 97 86 $4,712 116 - 119 $48,532 1M 138 9.7% 86 89 .
o 1964-83  $902 86 a8 76 $4,936 109 113 350,219 129 132 9,08 85 . 88
8] 1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA .NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
° )
‘ MICHIGAN 1977-78 $704 129 129 124 $2,672 103 990 $22,410 93 92 11.98 108 104
» 1979-80 962 * 154 149 145 33,309 108 104  $24,583 91 87 13.58 119 114 .
: 1960~-81 $1,136 162 157 154 $3,263 100 96 $25,396 92 88 12.9% 109 103
- 1961-82  $1,204 166 16t 161 $3,907 111 106 $26,101 86 83 15.08 t28 123
’ 1982-83 $1,493 172 167 174 $3,960 107 103 $28,470 87 83 3.9 123 119
1983-84 - §$1,635 166 161 m $4,23%8 105 101 $29,825 82 9 14.33 127 122
1984-85 $1,681 139 & 163 $4,675 103 9 $32,193 82 i 14. 126 121
1965-88 M M NA M MNA NA ’ . NA NA NA NA  NA NA
MINNESOTA 1977-78 $498 1) 89 ) $2,933 113 107 ,$19,243 82 77 15.28 138 130
1979-80 ,$622 97 95 97 $3,393 110 1:‘ $22,341 82 78 15.28 134 17
198081 3652 93 90 92 $3,246 - 99 $23,11% 83 19 14.08 119 H3
1981-82 $730 94 o1 93 $3,639 103 97 $24,316 80 76 15.08 128 121
1902-83 $890 103 100 102 $3,778 102 9% $26,348 80 76 14.38 127 120
1983-84 $996 101 98 10t $4,206 103 97 $28,608 79 73 14,68 130 123
1984-85 $1,169 {11 108 m $4,722 104 99 $30,973 79 75 15.28 132 124
198586 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA  NA "g\ NA NA . NA
. : RISSISSIPPY 1977-78 $367 104 107 146 sz.k‘ss\ 84 89 $14,766 63 67 14,88 134 142
1979-80  $679 106 110 148 $2,633 86 91 $16,85%0 62 66 15.68 138 147
1980-81 $744 106 110 148 $2,893 Y89 94 +$17,877 64 69 16,28 138 146
1981-82 $758 97 {00 138 j $2,89% 82 81 $18,318 61 63 15,88 135 144
1682-83 $798 92 93 13t $3,0%6 82 a8 ‘ $20,542 62 66 14.98 132 140
198384 $921 93 96 130 $3,471 85 91 $22,173 61 65 15.78 139 148
158485 $991 o4 97 152 $3,602 80 85 $25,806 61 65 A 15.15 131 139
NA. NA NA NA NA NA

1985-86 NA NA NA NA ' NA NA NA

L ", BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 4 — n .2 ENROL ” SYSTEN LOAD " .85

SEVEN FACTORS Res {dent Attendance Student System Support Systom Tax Capacity Tex Effort
IN STATE Student Expans lon Enrol iment indax Financial
SUPPORT OF Source High Retio (F x #2) Requirements .
PUBL IC HIGHER School Grads : (ENROL x #3)
EDUCAT | ON P - ‘ Annual
HiSTORICAL . NS grads FTE pubtic FIE publilc Pud students
per students students load ad] Doliars
1,000 per HS per 1,000 : N per 1,000 per : 2
pop.‘ index gred Index pop.  Index App Tulition Total pop. Index capita Index Percent index
MISSOUR{ 1977-78 14.8 104 1.62 75 24,0 78 100 101 100 24.0 8 $683 95 82.6f 83
1979-80 14.6 103 1.69 78 24,7 81 100 101 100 24,7 81 $784 95 79.5¢ 80
1980-8t 14.2 104 1.88 82 26.6 8% 100 101 100 26,6 85 $842 o7 82.1% 82
1981-82 13.7 103 2,00 8s 27.4 87 100 101 100 27.4 87 '$889 94 83,66 o4
1982-83 13.5 104 2,02 84 21.3 a7 100, 10t 100 27.3 87 $948 92 81.28 81
1983-84 12,8 103 2,12 86 * 27.1 88 100 101 100 27.1 88 $1,003 90 81.64 82
1984-85 12,2 102 2.06 82 25,0 83 100 101 100 25.0 83 $1,057 90 86.5% 87
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ° NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
MONTANA 1977-78  16.5 116 1.96 91 32.2 105 104 101 103 33,2 108 $741 103 4.9 95
1979-80 15.9 114 1.99 91 31,6 104 10 108 103 32,6 107 3891 108 87.9¢ 88
198081 16.0 117 2,00 91 33.3 107 104 1038 103 3.3 110 - $882 113 87.5% @88
1981-82 . 16.0 129 2,1% 91 34.5 110 104 101 103 © 35.% 113 ©$1,068 113 92.28 92
1982-83 15.2 117 2.3 95 35.0 112 104 101 103 36.1 us $1,168 143 92,48 ‘92
‘ 198384 13.8 _ 110 2.61 106 35.9 117 104 101 103 37.0 121 $1,221 110 97.284 97
o 1984-85 12,5 105 2,48 98 31.0 1103 104 101 . 103 32.0 106 $1,300 1 90.08 90
N 198586 NA NA NA RA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
' NEBRASKA 1977-78 16.6 118 1.89 88 ~31.3 102 108 115 110 M.4 112 $727 101 9%0.7% 91
1979-80 15.9 114 1.98 91 31.4 103 108 115 110 4.6 114 $817 99 93.44 93
1980-81 15.2° 12 2,15 o4 32.7 105 108 115 110 36.0 115 $863 100 97.68 99
1981-82 14,9 112 2.20 93 .352.8 104 108, 115 110 3.0 1S $920 97 . 102.28 102
1982-85 13.6 105 2.5% 106 .7 111 108 115 110 38.2 122 $997 9 94.88 95,
1983-84 12,6 10t - 2.70 1o 4.1 1 108 115 10 37.% 122 $1,077 97 93.5¢ 93
. 1984-85 12.§ 102 2.78 110. 33.7 112 108 115 110 37.1 123 $1,144 97 98.24 .98
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ) NA NA NA NA
NEVADA 1977-78 12.8 90 2,17 101 27.8 9N N 83 a8 - 24.7 81 $1,003 152 .4 N
1979-80 11.9 86 2.2% 103 26.9 89 91 .83 a9 24.0 79 $1,2711 154 60.9% 61
- 1980-81  11.5% 84 2.40 104 271.5 88 91 83 89 24.5 ' 18 $1,330 154 65.24 65
1981-82 11,6 88 2.33 S8 27.0 86 N 83 89 24.0 77 $1,454 153 59.58 60
1982-83 11.4 87 2,42 101 27.5 88 9} 83 89 24.5 78 $1.,523 148 61.6% - 62
1983-84 ° 10.7 85 2,43 99 25.9 85 91 83 89 23.1 75 $1,672 150 62.88 63
1984-85 10.2 86 2.46 97 -25,1 - 91 83 89 22.4 74 $1,792 152 “59.08 59
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1977-78 15.1 106 1.93 kA 23.1 75 110 123 113 26.1 85 $734 102 75.68 716
1979-80 14.3 103 1.52 70 21,7 n 110 J23 113 24.5 81 $817 9 4.3 74
1980-81 15.6 115 1.5 60 21,7 69 110 g 113 24.5 78 $833 96 8.3 18
1981-82 15,2, 114 1.48 63 22.4 7% 11 113 25.4 81 $915 96 75.08 1%
1982-83 14.6 113 1.51 63 22.0 70 110 123 113 24.9 80 $982 95 73,95 4
1983-84 14.86 117 1.5 62 22.0 72 110 123 113 24.9 81 $1,109 100 74.9¢ 718
198483 14.4 121 1.95 61 22.4 74 110 128 113 25.3 84 $1,169 99 76.28 76
7 1 1985-86 NA NA NA KA NA NA NA NA M7 NA NA NA NA NA NA
3
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TABLE 4 TAX 56 AP ' .

SEVEN FACTORS Tax Revenue Aflocation to Appropriations Tultlon
IN STATE (#4 x %) Pubilc Higher per Student Factor
SUPPORT OF Educat ion (TAX x #6/ENROL)
PUBL IC HIGHER : -
EDUCATION Rejative
HiSTORICAL - Education Education 10 system Relative Res-Ag-Med
Dol lars total) approp approp tinancial to tex percent of
per ) a percent of $ per load rev/cap total approp Factor
capite Index tax revenue Inde® . student Index Index Index ($/caplits) value Index
M!SSOUR| 1977-78 $565 79 8.7 (9.8) 100 $2,047 100 | 100 1 - 10,98 ($6.0) 1.31 103
' 1979-80 $624 76 9.5% (10.7) 106 $2,406 99 99 13¢° 10.6% ($7.0) 1.28 101
1980-81 $691 80 9.5 (10.6) 102 $2,454 96 96 120 10.5% ($7.7) 1.28 101
1981-82 $743 78 8.5 (9.5 94 $2,313 84 84 107 10. 3§ (37.3) 1.34 105
1982-83 $770 15 8.7 (9.1 100 $2,446 86 86 15 10.45  ($7.8) 1.40 107
1983-84 5819 74 8.3% (9.3) 98 $2,512 81 81 1 10.2% ($7.8) 1,43 108
1984-85 $915 78 8.1%  (9.0) 91 $2,959 8% 8% 110 10. 4§ ($8.6) 1.40 107
1985-86 NA- NA NA NA NA N NA NA NA NA NA NA  NA
MONTANA 1977-78 $703 98 9.0% (10.0) 104 $1,570 96 93 %8 9.6% ($6.7) 1.28 101
- 1979-80 $784 95 9.1% (10.0) 109 $2,46 92 89 87 '9.6% ($7.5) 1.2 99
1980-81 $859 99 9.08 (10.0) 97 $2,321 91 87 9 9.6% ($8.2) t.24 98
1981-82 $984 104 10.08 (11.0) 109 $2,848 103 99 100 9.6%5 ($10.4) 1.19 o3
1982-83  $1,079 105 10.38 (11.4) 119 - $3,170 112 107 106 9.68 ($11.7) 1.18 90
' 1983-84  $1,186 107 10.0% (t1.1) 118 $3,310 107 103 - 101 9.6%8 ($12.6) 1.21 92
v . 1984-85 $1,170 99 10.2%6 (11.3) 118 \\Q?,a4| 1" 107 1M - 9.68 ($12.6) 1.21 93
L o 1985-86 NA  NA NA NA NA M NA NA NA NA NA N NA
' ' - ) AN
NEBRASKA 1977~78 $659 92 8.8% (14.6) 101 $1,848 90 84 98 39.9%  (3$38.5) 1.34 106
1979-80 $763 93 8.7% (14,92 98 $2,125 87 81 94 41.28  (346.8) 1.34 106
) 1980-81 $843 97 8.9% (14.9) 97 $2,300 90 83 92 40.2% (350.6) 1.34 105
1981-82 $940 9 8.7% (14.5) 95 $2,493 90 84 ] 39.98 (3%4.3) 1.3% 106
1982-83 $945 92 8.8 (14.8) 109 $2,585 84 78 91 40.6%  (3$56.6) 1.39 106
, 1983-84  $1,007 91 8.58 (14.% 100 $2,522 82 716 90 40.9%5 (359.5) 1.3¢ 106
1984-85 $1,124 96 ©7.9% (13.4) 90 $2,646 76 n 80 40.7%  ($61.2) 1.3 106
1985-86 . NA  NA NA NA NA N NA NA NA NA NA NA  NA
NEVADA 1977-78 . $713 108 8.1% (9.1) 93 $2,248 110 121 102 1.2% ($7.9) 1.29 102
1979-80 $773 94 9.1% £10.5) 101 $2,608 107 118 114 15.4%5  ($10.9) 1.27 100
1980-81 $867 100 8.26 (9.7 89 $2,602 102 12 102 14.7%  ($12.3) 1.25 98
1981-82 5865 91 8.45 (9.8) 92 $2,698 98 107 107 14.33  ($12.1) 1.30 101
1982-83 $938 ' 91 7.7 (9.1) 89 $2,622 92 01 - 101 15.3%  ($13.00 " 1.33 102
1983-84  $1,050 94 ©7.1% (8.2 84 $2,880 93 103 99 15,158 ($11.3) " 1.37 104
1984-85  §1,057 %0 « 7.38  (8.3) a2 $3,058 88 97 Y8 12,88  ($11.%) 1.36 104
1985-86 NA  NA . ONA NA NA N NA NA NA " NA NA NA  NA
,z// NEW HAMPSHIRE  1977-78 $555 7 5.68 (5.9) 64 $1,343 66 60 85 4.4% (31.4) 2.16 170
1979-80 $607 74 5.28 (5.5 58 © $1,463 60 55 82 4.7% ($1.6) 2,19 173
1980-81 $654 75 5.3 (551 . %7 $1,591 62 56 82 . 4.3 ($1.5) 2.26 1717
1981482 $687 72 6.08 (6.2) 65 $1,825 66 60 91 3.88 ($1.6) 2,35 184
1982-83 $725 70 5.08 (5.2) 57 $1,633 57 52 82 4.3% ($1.6) 2,63 202
1983-84 $831 75 4.9% (5.2) 57 . $1,842 60 54 80 6.3% ($2.7) 2.5 194
1984-85 $891 76 4.7%  (5.0) 53 $1,856 54 49 n 6.6% (32.9) 2.53 194
1985-86 NA  NA NA NA NA NE®  NA NA NA NA NA N NA

RO j | BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 4 TUITION OuTPUT . INPUTS PROCESS

SEVEN FACTORS Estimoted Tultion Appropr |at ions Potent lal Tax Collective
IN STATE per Student o & Est. Tultion Revenues per Financlal
! SUPPORT OF APP (TUITION . per Student Student Actions
PUBL IC HIGHER FACTOR ~ 1.00) (APP + TUITION) (F4/11x02) {(#5xF6xF7)
EDUCAT | ON , Relative Relative Reiative . Relative Relative
‘ HISTORICAL to system to persgnal Education o system - to system to system
’ o - Dellars financial disposabile spprop + financial Dol lars tinancial ' financlal
per load Income/cep tultion &/ load per load load
student Index Index Index student Index Index student Index Index * Percent Index {ndex
MNISSOUR| 1977-78 634 116 1s 124 $2,680 103 103 $28,492 121 2 9.4 85 85
197980 3662 104 103 - 10 $3,068 100 100 31,699 117 17 9.7 86 86
1980-81 3697 99 98 104 $3, 151 97 97 $31,625 114 114 10.08 85 85
1981-82 $79¢ 103 102 110 3,11 88 a8 $32,424 107 107 9.6% 82 82
1982-83 $977 113 12 120 $3,423 92 92 $34,720 106 106 9.9% 87 87
4 1983-84 $1,077 109 108 118 $3,589 88 88 $36,979 102 102 9.7% 86 86
1984-85 $1,178 112 1 119 $4,137 9 o $42,257 108 108 9.88 @5 85
1985-86 NA M M NA_ NA NA NA M M M M N M
MNONTANA - 1977-78 $548 100 99 B A 1 $2,518 97 94 $22,987 98 95 11.08 99 96
1979-80  $564 88 88 96 $2,810 91 89 $20,172. 104 101 10.08 88 86
1 1 $563 80 80 91 $2,864 88 86 - $29,484 106 103 9.68 83 81
1981-8 $552 n 70 ) $3,400 9% 93 :30,%6 102 100 11.08 94 Q1
1982-83 $333 64 63 IA) $3,725 100 97 33,361 101 99 1.2 99 96
' 1983-84 $689 ‘70 69 79 $4,000 98 95 $33,988 94 91 11.88 105 - 102
v 1984~85 $820 78 77 . 90 $4,662 103 100 $41,885 107 104 1.1 96 93
wn 1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA - NA N NA KA
NEBRASKA 1977-78 $633 116 101 "7 $2,481 96 a7 $23,211 N 90 10.7% 97 88
1979-80 $728 114 99 117 $2,652 93 84 $26,003 96 87 11.08 97 88
1980-81 $786 112 98 114 $3,086 95 86 $26, 402 95 87 ° 11.7% 99 90
1981-82 $880 113 98 12} $3,373 95 87 $28,0N 93 84 12.08 103 93
g 1982-83 $927 107 83 105 $3,313 89 a1 $28,690 87 79 1.5 102 93
1983-84 $991 100 87 103 $3,514 86 78 $31,587 87 79 11,18 99 9o
1984-85  §1,006 93 83 100 $3,652 -8 73 $33, 900 a7 79 10.68 93 s
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA | NA NA NA RA NA NA
NEYADA 1977-78 . $662 121 146 LA B I $2,910 112 126 $39,361 168 188 7.44 67 75
1979-80 $687 109 131 95 $5,305 108 121 $47,178 174 195 7.08 62 70
1980-81 $661 o4 114 83 $3,263 100 112 $48,416 175 196 6.7 %7 64
1981-82 $803 103 124 91 33,500 9 LA N B $53,842 178 200 6.5 56, 62
1982-83 $861 ., 99 120 89 $3,483 o4 105 $55,410 169 189 6.3 56 63
1983-84 $1,059 107 129 100 $3,939 97 109 $64,479 178 200 _6.1% 54 61
j 1984-85 $1,098 104 125 87 $4,156 92 103 $71,285 182 205 ‘5,88 50 57
1985-86 NA . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
NEW HAMPSHIRE = 1977-78  $1,553 284 231 299 $2,896 112 99 $31,748 135 120 9.1 83 73
1979-80  $1,741 273 222 285 $3,204 104 92 - $37,620 139 123 8.5 75 67
1980-81 $2,005 286 233 296 $3,595 ti0 98 $38,4 139 123 9.4 79 70
1981-82 $2,48%7 319 259 324 $4,306 22 108  $40, 135 119 10.6% 90 80
1982-83 $2,666 308 250 310 $4,299 116 103 $44,538 135 120 9.7% 86 76
1983-84 32,880 292 237 283 $4,722 116 103 $50,344 139 123 9.45 64 74
1984-85 $2,836 269 219 254 $4,692 104 92 $32,283 1M 118 9.086 78 69
1985-86 NA NA NA ‘NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
"
/8 79
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TABLE 4

SEVEN FACTORS

. IN STATE
* SUPPORT OF

PUBLIC HIGHER |

NEW  JERSEY

1977-78
“1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
198384
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78

« 1977-78

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
3-84
198485
1985-68™

NORTH ICAROUNA +1977-78

-
NORTH DAXOTA

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-35
1985-86

: .
1 -
Res ident
Student
‘ Source High
Schoot Grads
HS q!ads
per
1,000
pop. Index
15.1 106
15.1 108
14.8 108
14,7 114
14,6 112
14.0 112
13.3 112
NA NA
15,9 111
15.8 114
112
110
- 108
04
102
NA
13.5 95
13.6 98
15.8 102
13.5 -102
13.1 10%
13.0 104 °
1.7 98
NA NA
13,3 93
13.1 94
12.7 93
12.4 93
12.4 96
11.9 95
1.4 . 96
NA  NA
6.2 128
17.3 124
. 16.6 .122
16,3 123
15.7 120
14.3 114
13.4 113
"NA NA

#2
Attendance
Expansion -
Ratio
FTE public
students
per HS
grad Index
1.49 69
1.54 ° 7
1.59 69
1.98 67
1.97 6% -
t.58 64
1.66 66

NA NAe

3

20

29

4

5

7

.91 79
.96 79
2,10 83
NA- ' NA
2,59 121
2.65 121
2.86 125
2.98 126
3,02 1
3.28 13
3.36 33
NA  NA

~NOPOWMEYO
. f

-

~n

W PO RO RO MO N
W =N N

[0

ENROL .°
Student
Enrql iment
«f1 x #2)
Annual -
FTE pudlic
students -
_per 1,000
pop.  Index
22.5 73
23.3 77
. 2.4 75
23,3 74
22.8 73
22,2 72
22.1 74
NA NA
.6/ 120
114
112
112 -
114
114 -
114
NA
78
79
79
80
25.1% 80
25 . 82
24,4 81
NA . NA
4.4 112
34,8, 114
36.3 116
. 36.9 118
57.5 120
9.0 127
8.4 128
NA NA
L .
. 40.0
19, 130
., 41,1 132
43,3 . 138
43.9 140
45,2 147
43.9 146
. NA NA
¢§ <i
~

B 1

3 SYSTEM LQAD
System Support System
I ndax Financlal
’ Requirements
. (ENROL R #3)
* ' Pub students
logd ad
per 1,000
App Tuition Total pop.  Index
9% 95 96 216 70
% 95 96 224 4
9% 95 96 22,5 12
9% 95 96 223 N
96 95 96 21.9 70
86 85 96 ° 21.3 69
96 95 96 21.3 7%
NA NA NA NA NA .
115 129' 119 43 .5 142
115 129 119 41.4 136
115 129 . H19 41,7 133
115 129 119 42.0 134
115 129 119 42.4 136
115 129’ 119 41.8 136
115 129 , 19 41.0 136
NA NA NA NA NA
92 89 92 22.0 72
92 89 92 2.2 »B
92 89 92 22.7 73
92 89 92 23.0 73
92 ﬁ 92 23.1 ‘74
92 . 92 23.2 76
92 89 . 92 <22.5 ™
NA NA NA NA NA
102 100 102 35.0 114
102 100 102 35.5 117
102 100 102 57.0 118
102 100 102 37.7 120
102 100 102 38.3 122
102 100 102 9.8 130
102 100 102 EQ.Z 130
NA NA NA NA NA
Y
9% 100 | 97 8.8 121 ¢
96 100 97 38.4 126
96 100 97 39.9 128
96 100 97 42.0 134
96 100 . 97 42.5 136
96 100 97 43.9 143
g6 100 97 42.6 141

$
3

NA  NA NA

- - e

I ER RN ’
) . .

{_‘;{"‘f}l R S
i PRI

4 .
Tax Capacity
Dol lers
per
capite Index
$755 105
"$850- 103
$886 102
$998 105
$1,078 105
$1,174 106
$1,257 107
N NA
$705 98
$842 102
@ s89¢ 103
$1,015 107
$1,169 114
$,2713 114
$1,358 115
NA NA
$676 - 9%
$752 91
$772 89
$857 €0
$916 . 89
$1,022 92
$1,080 - 92.
NA NA
$597 83
$677 82
$708 82
$754 - 80
3819 80
$906 81
$956 81
NA NA
, .
$705 98
3842 102
$941, 109
$1,028 108
81,2711 % 123
$1,276 115
$1,325 113
NA NA
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- Percent Index

105
114
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1
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TABLE 4 - Tax ¢ Y [ APP : : '3
SEYEN FACTORS Tax Revenue Altocation to Appropristions Tultion
IN STATE (F4 x #5) Public Higher per Student ' ot Factor
SUPPORT OF - Educatlon (TAX x #6/ENROL) “ -
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION N Relative
HISTORICAL : Edutation Education to system Relative Res-Ag—Med '
Dollers -7 (total) approp approp . flnancial to tax  percent of
per as a percent of $ por load rev/cap tota! approp factor
capite Index taX revenue I ndex student index Index index ($/capita) value Index
_ o
NEW JERSEY 1977-178 $792 110 6.5 (1.6 _15° - $2,292 12 117 102 14.7% t38.9) 1.29 102
1979-80 $972 118 6.08 (7.2) 67 $2,488 102 107 87 17.28 ($12.1) “1.28 101
1980-81  $1,043 120 6.08 (7.2) 64 $2,652 104 108 " 86 1.33  ($13.0) 1.30 102
v 1981-82 §$1,118 118 6.2 (7.4) 68 $2,967 108 112 91 17.1%8  ($14.2) 1.31 102
1982-83  $1,204 117 6.08 (7.3) 69 $3,175 112 116 95 17.95  ($15.8) 1.33 102
198384  $1,325 119 6.08 (7,3) 7 . $3,576° 116 121 - 97 17.58 .($16.8) 1.3 104
1984-85 $1,441 122 6.2 (1.%) 70 $4,051 117 122 95 17.24  ($18.6) 1.34 103
A 1985-86  NA  NA NA NA NA ’ NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA  NA
NEY MEXICO 1977-178 $565 . 81 13.28 (15.2) 5% $2,108 103 .. 90 127 12,98 ($11.5) 1.18 93
: ' 1979-80 $699 B85 13.3% (15.3) 148 $2,664 109 95 129 13.28  (314.1) 1.17 93 ,
1980-81 $760 88 1415 (16.3) . 153 $3,066 120 104 , 136 13.68 ($16.9) 1.16 91
1981-82 $843 89 14.33 (16.6) 157 . $3,416 124 108 139 13.68 ($19.0) 1.15 90
1982-83  $1,041 101 12,3 (14.4) 142 $3,590 128 1Mo 128 14.78  (3$22,1) 1.15 88
1983-84 $1,050 94 1218 (14.7) 142 . $3,620 117 102 124 17.68 (327.2) 1.1 87
1984-85 .§1,009 86 14,08 (16.9) 158 - $4,111 119 103 138 16.98 (328.7) 1.14 88
. 1985-86 NA  NA NA - NA NA NA  NA NA NA- NA NA NA  NA
NEW YORK 1977-78  $1,147 159 | 5.3 (6.1) , 61 . 32,534 124 135 78 12.8% ($8.9) 1.24 98
1979-80 $1,262 153 5.88 (6.8) 65 $3,040 125 136 B2 14,98 ($12.9) 1.22 96
, 1980-81 $1,320 152 6.0 (7.0) 65 $3,210 125 136 82 14.88 ($13.7> 1.22 96
: 1981-82 $1,434 151 6.1% (7.1} 66 $3,483 126 137 84 14,88  ($15.2) 1.22 95
e 1982-83  §$1,%67 152 6.08% (6.9) 70 $3,767 132 144 87 13,08 ($14.2) 1.21 93
1983-84 $1,737 156 648 (7.3). 16 $4,430 144 156 92 . 11,55 (314.4) .21 91
1984-85  $1,825 155 6.7 (71.7) 76 $5,008 144 157 93 12.68 ($17,6) 1.19 9
1985-86 ©+ ~ NA NA NA NA NA® NA NA NA NA NA NA NA  NA
 NORTH CAROLINA 1977-78  §516 72 11.09 (14.1) 126 $1,648 B0 79 12 22.1%  ($16.1) 1.2 97
R - 1979-80 . $585 7 11,88 (1%,2) 182 $1,992 82 80 15 - 22,18 ($19.7) 1.20 95
. 1980-81 $644 74 . 12,18 (15.5) 131 $2,145 B4 82 13 22,28 (322.2) 1.19  of
1981-82 $731 77 11.88> (15.1) 129 $2,328 84 83" 110 22.1%  ($24.5) 1.19 93
1982-83 , $780 76 .. 11.7% (15,00 185 " $2,428 B85 . B84 13 22.29 ($26.0) - 1.19 91
1983-84 ..~3848 76 1128 (14,4) 132 $2,435 19 77 104 22.28  (321.1) 1.19 90
‘. 1984%85 $897 76 13.7% (1 15% 3,207 93 91 121 22.5% ($35.8) 1.16 89 °
1985-86 ~  NA ' NA NA NA NA . NN NA NA NA NA 'NA N NA
NORTH DAKOTA 1977-78 $665 92 11.68 (14.4) 133 31,93§ . 194 98 102 19.1%  ($18.3). 1.28 101
1979-80 $692 84 - 12.9%8 (16.5) 144 $2,2%) 93 97 1t 21,78 ($24.7) 1.30 103
1980-81 $731 84 12.9% (16.5) 139 $2,289 89 93 106 21.88 ($26.2) _ . 1,32 103
©1981-82 © $809 | 85 15.3%5 (19.6) 167 . 32,853 103 108 121 22.3% ($35.%) “1.32 103
1982-83 $541 91 13.08 (16.9%) 150 $2,782 98 102 107 23.2% (3$36.8) 1.33 102
~ 1983-84  $1,055% 95 11.3% (15.2) 133 £2,634 85 M 90 25.%8 (340.9) 1.37 104
1984-85 $1,065 91 11.56 (15.5) 130 $2,801 81 84 89 25.4%  (341,9) 1.37 105
1985-86 NA  NA NA NA NA NA  NA NA NA NA KA NA  NA
\ ! ‘ _
v . &
, L ' 82 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 4

SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HIGHER
EDUCATION
H!STORICAL

NEW JERSEY

NEN MEX|CO

NEW YORX

NORTH CAROL INA

NORTH DAKOTA

1977~78
1979-80 .
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
198586

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82 o,
1982-83
198
198485
1985-86

1977-178
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78 °

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1682-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR - 1.00)
Relative
. to system
Dollars tinancial
per load
student [ndex Index
$671 123 129
$693 109 114
$802 114 120
$907 117 123
$1,062 123 129
$1,343 136 143
$1,374 130 137
NA NA NA
¢
$381 70 54
$455 71 55
.$495 71 55
$525 68 52
$534 62 48
$542 55 43
$590 56 43
NA NA NA
$610 112 123
$663 104 117
$714 102 114
§755 97 109
$802 92 104
$909 92 - 104
$952 90 101
NA NA NA
$387 " 7%
$392 61! 61 *
$406 58 58
$445 57 57
« $464 54 54
$462 47 47
$507 48 48
NA NA NA
$547 100 160
$683 107 107 .
$727 104 104
318 118 118
T 3904 104 JO4
3975 99 89
$1,039 98 98
NA NA NA
-

Relative
to personal
disposadie
income/cap
index

105

93
101
101
106

ouUTPUT
Appropr iations
&4 Est. Tuition
per Student
(APP + TUITION)

Education
approp +
tultion §/
student Index

$2,962 114
$3,182 104
$3,45¢ 106
$3,87¢ 110
$4,237 114
$4,919 121
$5,42% 120
N NA
$2,49 96
$3,119 102
$3,51 109
$3,941 111
$4,12¢ 111
$4,162 102
$4,701 104
NA NA
$3,144 121
$3,704 121
$3,923 120
$4,237 120
$4,569 123
$5,339 131
$5,960 132
N NA
$2,035
$2,384
$2,551
$2,773
$2,893
$2,898
$3,715
NA
$2,481
$2,940
£3,017
$3,771 107
3,667 99
$3,610 89
$3,840 85
NA  NA
*

Relative

10 system
financial

load
indax

19
108
t10
114
119
126
125

.

INPUTS
Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student
(F4/81x82)
Dol tars
per
student iIndex
$33,619 143
$36,481 134
$37,855% 137
$42,923 142
$47,313 144
$32,968 146
$56,782 145
*‘NA NA
$19,243 82
$24,221 89
$25,542 92
$28,736 9%
$32,796 100
$36,265 100
$39,466 101
NA NA
$28,293 121
$31,119 118
$31,315 513
$34,294 114
$36,508 11
$40,560 112
$44,247 113
NA - NA
$17,38¢% 74
$19,459 72
$19,501 70
$20,427 68
$21,810 66
$23,206 64
$24,877 64
NA NA
$17,627 75
$21,255% 78
$22,876 83
$23,731 79
$28,965- 88
$28,214 78
$30,190 77
NA NA

Ve “ubA YAYITYST

Relative
o system
financisi
load
Index

149
140 °
142
148
130
152
151

77
8}
85
81
91
80 '
80
NA

PROCESS
Collect

Y

ive

F inanc ot

Actlons

{(#5x86xf7)

12.6%
11.58%

1t.18
11.9%
12.5%
12,48
12.5%
13,

15.9%

.78
12,38
13.1%
13.6%
13.3%
12.5%
14.9%
NA

14,18
13.8%
13.2¢
15.9%
12.7%
12.8%
12.7%
NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

103

101
105
106
106
11t
17
116

106
108
LR
116
118
(R R
129

127
122
112
136

113

114
110
NA

87

113
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TABLE 4 o ] #2 ENROL '} ] _ ‘ SYSTEM LOAD e 95
SEVEN FACTORS Res ldent " Attendance Student System Support System Tax Capecity Tax Effort
IN STATE Student Expans lon Enrol Iment . Index F Inancial ’
SUPPORT OF Source High Retlo . x 12 Requ!rements
PUBL IC HIGHER School Grads , {ENROL x #3)
EDUGATION ’ Annual ’ . . ! ~
HISTORICAL HS grads - FTE pudbilc FTE pubdlic Pub students

per +  students students load ad} Dol lars F‘

1,000 per HS per 1,000 per 12000 per

pop. Index  gred fIndex  pop. Index  App Tultion Total  pop. Index  copita Index  Percent Index

OHIO 1977-78  16.1 113\> 1.54 24.8 81 108 117 - 110 27.3 89 $734 102 7948 7

1979-80 15.5 . 1#3/ 1.59 73 24.7 81 108 117 110 1.1 89 $643 102 81.5% 82

1980-81 15.5% 118 1.66 72 25.7 82 19 117 110 208.3 90 $873 101 86.2% 86

‘ 1981-82 14,8 112 - 1.78 75 . 26.5 84 108 117 110 29.1 93 $920 97 86.7% 87

1982-83 14.8 114 1.80 75 26.6 85 108 117 110 29.3 94 3972 94 88.7% 89

198384 14.4 116 1.88 76 27.1 88 108 117 110 29.8 97 $1,015 91 . 9448 9

1984-85 14.2 120 1.86 73 26.4 88 108 117 10 29.1 97 $1,063 90 ~102.4% 102

1985-86 NA NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ONLAHOMA 1977-78 13.7 96 2,70 126 36.9 120 10%- 111 107 39.5 129 ® 5748 1047 69.4% 69

1979-80 13.5 97 2.64 121 35.6 117 105 111 107 8.1 125 $875 106 70.58 70

1980-81 13,2 97 2.76 120 36.5 117 105 111 107 39.1 125 $937 108/ 74.08 74

;) '1981-82 12.8 96 2.81 119 36,0 115 - 10% 111 107 38.5 123 $1,106 117 71.58 77

, . 1882-83 12.4 95 2.9¢ 122 36.4 116 105 111 107 3.9 124 . $1:311 127 72.6% 13
: 1983-84 1.5 92 3.10 126 356 116 105 11 107 38.1 124 $1,405 126 78.3 78
s 1984-85 10.7. 90 3.08 122 33,0 110 105 11 107 35.3 117 $1,475% 125 - 73,48 73
, 1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA : KA NA NA NA
OREGON 1977-78 13,3 93 3.00 140 39.9 130 103 104 103 41,1 13 “$7% 102 94.1% 94

, 1979-80 12.6 91 3.06 140 8.6 127 +103 104 103 9.8 131 $866 105 89.3% - 89
1980-81 12,1 89 3.2t 140 39.0 129 103 104 103 40.2 129 $922 106 92.6%. 93,

1981-62 11.7 88 3,22 1% 37.7 120 103 104 103 38.8 124 $979 103 93.3%.. 93

1982-85 11,4 sg ‘ 3.18 132 36,3 116 03 104 103 37.6 119 $1,019 99 101.28 101 «1‘

1985-84 11,177 89 3.16 129 35.0 114 103 104, 103 3.0 117 $1,092 98 95.1% 95

1984-85 10.8 91 3,16 128 .3 114 103 104 103 35.3 117 $1,158 98 97.9% 98

1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ' NA NA NA NA NA « NA NA NA

PENNSYL VANIA 1977-78  15.4 108 1.35 &3 20.7 _ 68 105 105 108 21.8 71 © " 3698 /] 97.88 98

. 1979-80 15,3 110 1.34 6! 20.5% 67 105 105 105 21.5 2 o $793 - 96 100.5% 101

! 198081 14,4 106 1.45 53 20.8 67 105 10% 105 21.8 70 3806 93 $105.4% 105
S 1981-82 14,2 107 1.50 64 .4 68 105 105 105 22,5 2 5680 93 103.88 104

. 1982-83 14,1 109 1,55 64 21.9 70 105 105 105 ‘23,0 73 $951 90 104.8% 105

‘!‘ : 1983-84 13.5 108 1.60 65 21.6 '\70 105 105 105.° 22.6 74 $986 89 106.0% 106

1984-85 12.9 109 1.68 67 21, 72 105 105 105 - 22,9 76 $1,039 88 106.28 106

1985-86 NA  NA NAY  NA NA  NA WA NA NA NA  NA NA  NA NA © NA

RHODE ISLAND Y . 1977-78 13,6 95 1.96 91 26.7 87 105 112 107 28.6 93 . $626 87 110.88 11

1979-80  13.9, 100 1.93 a8 26.9 a9 105 ti12° 107 8.8 95 $701 85 109.9% 110

198081  13.6 100 1,96 85 26.6° 85 105 112 107 28.5 91 $727 g4 121,08 121

* 1981-82 13.5 102 2.04 86 27,1 88 0% 112 107 29.6 94 $796 84 123,28 '123

1982—33 13.3 103 2.02 a4 27.0 86 405 112 107 28.9 92 $827 80 .9% 130

1983-84 13,0 104 2.04 83 26.6 87 105 112 107 28.5 93 $503 81 132.7% 133

° . 1984-85 12.2 102 2.15 . 85 26.2 87 105 112 107 28,1 93 s 3957 81 134.6% 135
. 198586 NA NA NA  NA NA NA NA NA A NA NA NA NA NA NA
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TARLE ¢ '
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBL IC HIGHER
TION
STORICAL -

oKio

OKL AHOMA

PENNSYLYANIA

2

RHODE

~

{ SLAND

, TAX
Tax Revenue
(#4 x §5)
Doliars
por
capita iIndex
1977-78 $502 Y]
1979-80 $687 ()]
1980-81 $752 87
198182 $798 84
1982-83 $862 84
1903-84 $958 86
1984-85 §1,088 92
198566 NA NA
1977-78 $519 72
1979-80 » $617 75
1980-81 ~  $693 80
1981-82 ‘$791 83
1982-83 $952 92
1983~-84 $1,101 99
1984-8% §$1,082 92
1985-86 NA NA
1977-78 $691 96
1971% © $774 o4
1980481 $854 99
1981-82 - $914 96
1962-83  $1,031 100
1983-84 $1,039 93
1984-85 §1,134 96
1985-86 NA NA
1977-78 $682 95
1979-80 ° $797 97 ¢
1980-81 $850 98
1981-82 $913 96
1982-83 ‘; 8975 95
1993-84 731,04 -7
1984-85 31, aos 9
1985-86 NA  NA
1927-78 $693 96
1979-80 $77! a3
1980-81 $880 102
-1981-82 . 3980 103
1982-83 31,075 104
1983-84 $1,198 108
1984-85 §$1,288° 140
 1985-86 NA NA
he

. -t s we e

NN E®W
L] L]

;-

s
Allocation to
Pudl ic Migher

Education

Educstion
{(total) approp

a8 8 percent of
tax revenus

(8.8)
(9.0)
(8.9)
(8.6)
(8.2)
(8.6)
8.3)

NA

7,48
7,68
1.48

oNo
IRAN

(12.1)
{(13.0)
(13.4)
{(13.8)
(13.4)
(10.3)
(10.4)
NA

2agugak

3

(13.7)
(13.6)
(11.9)
(12.5)
(10.6)
(12.2)
(.7
NA

-h .
VOOV LOO

“akgazg

3

(1.3
(7.1)
(6.7)
(7.0
(7.0
(6.8)
(7.0
NA

oo
ARRIRAR

; z

(9.3)
(9.3)
(8.9)
(8.6)
(8.5)
(8.0)
(8.0)

—p
"

KL AR

B

AP (2]
Appropriat ions Tuttion
per Student Factor
(TAX x #6/EMROL)
Reistive
Educatloa fo system Relative Rn-w
approp tloancial fo tax perceat ot
$ per load rev/cap fotal approp Factor
i ndesg, student Index Index Index (Vcapits) vaive Index
8s $1,7% &85 7 106 15.6% (38.0) 1.60 125
85 $2,112 - @7 80 104 16.15  ($10.0) 1.9 126
80 $2,177 85 79 98 16.22  ($10.8) 1.64 12
79 $2,166 79 73 93 16.45 _ (311.3) 1.65 128
79 $2,207 78 72 93 16.88 ($11.9) ‘ l:sg 126
84 $2,5% 82 . 76 95 16.7%  ($13.7) 1.7 133
78 ‘82,857 82 76 89 16.65 ($15.0) 1.72 12
NA M M NA NA NA NA NA  NA
"7 $1,433%- 0 67 97 16,1  ($10.1) 1.31 103
121 $1.871 .77 73 103 ~6.98  ($15.9) - 1.2 9
19 $2,08t o1 7 102 18.08 ($16.7) 1.23 97
124 $2,496 90 86 108 17.7%  ($19.3) 1.19 o3
128 $2,884 101 97 110 17.48  ($22.1) 1.18 9
101 $2,650 86 82 87 17,18 ($19,4) 1.21 92
97 $2,839 82 78 89 17.18  ($19.3) 1.23 o4
NA N NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
125 $1,884 92 89 96 20,38 ($19.2) - 1.32 104
120 $2,164 89 ° 86 95 20.88 ($22.0) 1.33 105
102 $2,054 80 78 81 21, ($21.7) 1.39 - 109
109 $2,407 87 85 9t 20.88 ($23.8) 1.40 109
9 $2,370 &3 81 83 N.58  ($23.9) 1.46 112
18 $2,896 . 94 91 101 20.08 ($25.4) 1.39 108
105 $3,082 89 86 92 20.08 ($526.4) 1.39 107
NA N N NA NA O TNA NA NA  MNA
8 . 42,253 110. 105 116 6.5% ($3.2) 1.45° 114
74 82,582 10§, 101 110 6.3 (33.6) 1.47 117
68 $2,56% 100 93 102 6.5% ($3.7) 1.54 121
72 32,788 101 97 105 5.9% ($3.8) 1.% 121
75 $2,902 102 97 108 6.3% (34.3) 1.59 122
75 . $3,071 100 95 106 6.5 (34.4) 1.60 122
73 $3,287 95, 90 101 6.8 ($5.2) 1.61 124
NA M NA NA NA NA NA NA  NA
03 82,343 14 109 119 2.6% ($1.8) 1.30 102
101 $2,602 107 102 3} ] 2.88 ($2.0) 1.33 105,
o4 $2,868 112. 107 110 2.7% ($2.1) 1,34 105
92 ,971 108 103 104 2.3 ($1.9) 1.37 107
96 3,311 116 " 112 2.1% ($1.9) 1.37 105
92 $3,538 1% 109 107 2.18  ($2.0) 1.39 105
Y] $3,845 111 106 101 2.1% ($2.2) 1,37 105 x
NA . NA NA NA NA NA NA N NA \

*
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2/ TABLE 4 TUITION oUTPUT INPUTS . PROCESS
SEVEN FACTORS Estimated Tuition Appropriatlons , Potentlal Tex Collective
IN STATE per Student . & Est. Tuition Revenues per Finencilal
SUPPORT OF APP (TUITION - per Student Student Actions
W PUBLIC HIGHER FACTOR - 1.00) (APP + TUITION) (#4/F1282) (F5xP6xf1)
EDUCAT {ON Relative Relative Relative Reiative Reiative
HISTORICAL - 10 system 10 personal Educet lon fo system o system to system
Oollers financial disposadie approp . ¢ financ el Doliars financial financial
por load income/cap hiltion &/ “ losd per load foad
student Index Index * Index student Index (Index student [ndex index Percent Index {ndex
¢
oNtO 1977-78  §1,044 191 163 190 2,794 108 9 $29,604 126 119 9.4 & 78
¢ 1979-80 §1,242 194 166 - 194 $3,3%¢ 109 99 $£34,173 126 - 114 2.8 ™ 7
1960-81 $1,401 200 17 200 3,517 110 100 $33,9% 122 111 0.% % \
1901-82 §$1,400 100 154 181 $3,566 101 2 $34,79¢ 114 105 10.8 &8
1962-83 $1,4352 165 141 170 . £5,639 9 89 $36,491 1 101 10,08 @8 80
1983-84 §$1,806 192 164 ‘o199 $4,427 109 » $37,4%9 103 o4 11.08 105 %
1984-89 $2,049 194 166 ° , 203 34,906 1 9 $40,224¢ 103 o4 12,22 103 ]
196386 NA MA Il1 M\ NA NA NA A NA NA NA NA ]
QXL AMOMA 1977=-78 $440 0 72 ] $1,873 72 67 $20,262 % )] 9.2 o T8
‘ 1979-80 462 12 65 81 $2,333 76 ° " $24,563 90 8 .9 & 7
1980-81 ss .89 o2 7 S $2,%35 79 73 $25,63%¢ %2' 86 10.08 &5 » !
1981-82 482 &2 56 65 $2,978 84 79 $30,752 102 93 9.7 o 144
' 1962-83 $523 60 5¢ 62 $5,607 92 86 . $56,035 110 102 9.3 o4 18
f_’} 196364 $560 57 51 %8 - $3,210 79 4 $39,517 109 102 8.1% 72 68
. 'y 196485 $450 82 36 67 §3,489 n 12 $44,726 114 107 7.8 67 63
1965-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA RA NA NA MA—~ NA NA
OREGON 1977-78 $601 © 110 106 12 $2,483 96 1)} $18, 382 78 76 13.% 12 119
1979-80 $714 112 107 13 $2,878 o4 91 $22,434 as 80 12.88 113 110
1960-81 - $792 113 108 . 1s $2,846 87 85 $23,632 8 a3 12,08 102 o9
1981-82 $952 122, 118 126 $3,359 95 92 $25,938 86 84 12, 110 107
1962-83 $1,087 128 121 133 $3,457 93 90 $28,068 85 as 12. 109 106
1983-84 1,134 115 110 127 ' $4,030 9 96 $31,227 86 84 12,98 118 112
1984-85 $1,203 114 110 126 $4,286 95 92 $33,792 86 84 12.7% 110 106
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
PENNSYL YAN{A 1977-78  §$1,014 186 177 185 $3,267 126 120 $33,667 143 137 9.7% 88 84
1979-80 §1,217 191 181 193 - §3,799 124 118 $38,676 142 136 9.88 @7 a3
. 1980-81 $1,382 197 188 200 $£3,047 121 115 ‘38,782 140 133 10,28 86 82
19681-82 §1,5%9 200 191 203 - $4,357 123 117 $41,111 136 130 10.68 91 86
1982-83 §1,721 199 189 202 $4,623 125 119 $42,522 129 123 10,98 96 92
198 3-84 $1,856 188 179 191 . $4,926 121 1s 345,716 126 120 10.88 - 96 o,
1984-85 $2,009 190 181 194 $5,206 117 112 $47,734 122 116 11,18 9% 91
198586 NA NA NA © NA N&, NA NA ; NA NA NA NA NA NA
D NE I SLAND 1977-78 . $694 t27 113 130 $3,037 117 109 $23,447 100 o3 13,08 17 110
1979-80 $862 135 121 i41 $3,464 113 105 $26,070 %6 0 13.35 117 110
1980~-81 $973° 139 124 146 $3,841 18 110 $27,307 9%y 92 14,18 120 112
1881-82  $1,097 141 126 144 $4,068 115 108 - $28,758 95 89 : 14,18 121 113
1982-83 31,214 140 125 142 $4,525 I2~M 330,661 93 - 14.88 131 122
1983-84 31,383 140 12% 141 ' $4,921 12t 13 $33,934 94 87 14.5¢ 129 121
1984-85 $1,425 136 . 12t 133 $5,270 117 109 $36,493 93 87 14.4% 125 117

1985-86 NA NA NA NA ) NA NA NA NA NA "NA NA NA NA

( IR I  BEST GOPY AVAILABLE . -
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TABLE 4 N n 2 , ENROL 3 SYSTEN LOAD F L 5
SEVEN FACTORS Res ident * Attendance Student - Systom Support Systom Tax Capacity Tax Effort
IN STATE Student Expans lon Enrol Iment ~ Index Plnanc lal
SUPPORT OF . . Source High Ratio (f1 x #2) s Requirements
PUBLIC HIGHER Schoo! Grads , : (ENROL x #3)
EDUCATION ‘ Annual ) ‘
HISTORICAL HS grads FTE pudlic FTE public <. Pub students
per students students ‘ ) load ad ] Dol lars
1,000 psr HS per 1,000 per 1,000 per

pop. Index grad  Index pop., Index App Tultion Total " pop. I ndex caplits Index - Percent Index

84 $561 78

. SOUTH CAROLINA 1977-78 13.4 o4 1.64 86 24.6 80 103 110 105 25,9 84.4% 84
1979-80 13,1 94 1,93 88 25.3 83 105 110 105 2.6 87 $635 77 86.4% 86
198081 13.3 97 1.95 8% 25.8 83 103 110 105 7.1 87 $657 76 91,38 91
1981-82 13.3 100 1.93 82 25.6 82 103 110 105 26,9 86 - $714 75 95.5¢ 95
1982-83 13,0 100 ° 1.97 82 25.6 82 103 110 105 2.8 86 $774 75 95,3 95
1983-84 12,8 102 1.91 78 24.4 80 103 110 105 25,7 84 $826 74 95.88 96
1984-85 12.3 103 1.94 12] - 25.8 19 103 110 105 25,0 83 3862 73 9. 7% 92
. 1985-86 NA  NA NA  NA NA NA N N M NA N NA NA NA  NA
SOUTH DAXOTA 1977-718  17.% 123 1.51 70 2.5 B6 105 113 107 28.4 93 $655 91 9198 91
1979-80 17,2 124 1.55 n 26.7 88 105 113 107 8.6 9 $759 92 83.9% 84
1980-81 17,2 126 1.74 76 29.9 95 105 113 107 31.9 102 ' $822 95 83.95 o4
, 1981-82 16,2 122 1,93 82 31.3 100 105 113 107 35.% 107 $859 91 88.3% 88
! ©1982-83  15.4 118 2.05 85 3.5 100 105 113 107 33,7 108 $888 86 92.9% ¢3
o 1983-84 14.2 114 2.05 84 29.2. g5 105 113 107 31,2 102 $965 87 %0.88 91
& . 1984-85 13,3 112 2.08 82 27.6 92 105 113 107 29.6 o8 $1,054 90 84.3% B4
' 1985-86 NA  NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA MNA NA  NA NA KA
TENNESSEE 1977-78 12.5 88 2.15 100 271.0 88 102 107 103 27,8 91 $597 83 80.4% 80
1979-80 11.8 ° 85 2.36 108 V27.8 ‘91 102 107 103 2,6 9 $677 82 © 8418 B84
1980-81 12,1 89 2.25 98 27.3 87 102 107 103 28.1 90 $701 81 86.8% 87
1981-82 12,2 92 2.17 92 26.4 84 102 107 103 21,2 87 $750 79 84.22 64
N 1982-83  12.3 o4 2.19 91 26.8 86 102 107 103 2.6 88 $813 79 87.08 87
1983-84 11,2 89 2.36 96 26.3 86 102 107 103 7.1 88 $860 77 85.58 66
1984-85 11.5% Q7 z2.16 86 25.0 8% 102 107 103 25,7 8 $6897 76 86.5% 87
16685-86 . NA NA NA NA - NA  NA® NA NA NA NA  NA NA  NA NA  MNA
EY
TEXAS 1977-78 13,2 93 2.48 115 32.8 107 7 103 102 103 33,8 110 $8% 116 67.4% 67
1979-80 13.0 94 2.46 113 32.0 105 103 102 103 33,0 109 $958 116 64.24 64
1980-81 12,9 95 2.50 109 32.2 - 103 - 103 102 103 33,2 106 $1,011 117 64.4%5 o4
. 1981-82 12.5 94 2.55 108 31.9 102 103 102 103 32.9 105 $1,168 123 64.9% 65
1982-83  12.2 93 2.67 111 32.5 104 103 102 103 33,5 107 $1,360 132 64.65 65
1983-84 11.5 92 2,76 112 31,8 104 103 102 103 32,8 107 $1,452 131 65.6% 66
1984-85 10,7 90 2.89 114 31,0 103 103 102 103 32,0 106 - $1,519 129 64.7% 65
1585-86 NA  NA NA NA NA  NA NA NA  NA NA NA NA  NA- NA NA
UTAH 1977-78 15.7 110 2.3t 108 - 36.3 118 109 121 112 40,6 " 133 3640 89 89.4% 89
1979-80 14.9 107 2.29 108 34,1 112 109 121 412 8.1 126 $734 89 91,24 9
1980-81  14.3 105 2.44 106 35,0 112 109 121 112 39.2 125 $7152 87 © 99.38 99
1981-82 13,7 103 2.52 107 34,5 110 109 121 112 8.6 123 $812. 86 101.2% <01
1982-83 13,0 100 2,73 113 35.3 13 109 121 112 39.6 126 $890- 86 97.08 97
1983-84 12,4 100 2.79 113 34.7 113 109 121 112 8.8 127 $962 87 6.9%- 97
. 1984-85 12,1 102 2.83 112 34.3 114 109 121 112 38,5 128 $1,009 86 94,38 94
1985-66 NA  NA NA NA NA  NA NA  NA  NA NA  NA NA  NA NA NA

.
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TABLE 4

SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC HiGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL

SOUTH CAROLINA 1977-78

SOUTH DAKQTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

ITAH

1979-80
198081
198182
1982-83
1983-84
198485
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1581-82
1982-83
198384
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1879-80
1980-81
1931-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84

198485

1985-86

- 1977-78

1979-80
1980-81
1981~82
1962-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

TAX
Tax Revenue
(#4 x #5)
Dot lars
“ per ,
caplita ipdex
$474 66
$549 67
$600 69
$682 72
$737 72
$791 71
$790 67
NA NA
$599 83
$637 17
$690 80
$758 80
$825 80
$877 79
5889 76
NA NA
3480 67
$569 69
$609 70
- $632 67
$707 69
$735 66
$776 , 66
NA NA
$563 . 78
$615 75
$651 75
$758 ° 80
$878 85
- $953 86
$983 84
NA NA
$579% ‘ao
$670
574ﬂﬁ§§g6 ‘
$863
$932 sg
3951 8l

NA . NA

13.4%

12.9%,

Allocation to
Pubi Ic Higher
Education

Education '
{totel) approp

as a percent of

tax revenue

. (16.8)
(18.9)
(18,3)

(16.7)
(15.3)
(15.3)
(17.4)

NA

(9.5)
(10.8)
(10.1)
(10.2)

(8.8)

(8.0)

(8.3)

NA

PO @PO

2 Sukzzzaa

(12.9)
(12.8)
(12.3)
(12.3)
(11.8)
.74 (11.9)
23 (13.6)

NA

(15.0)

(16.8)
(18,1)
- (16.2)
(15.9)
1 15.6)
NA
14.3%8 (16.1)
13.08
12,78 (14.5).
15,09
12.1%
13,158 615.0)
NA NA

(16.4)

(15.2)
(14.7)

(14.0) .

148

152
142
132
126
130
143

L

E

APP

Approprlafloni

per Student

’ .

BEST COPY AVAIL?BI.E |

(TAX x #6/ENROL)

[Education

approp

$ » .
51£::nf !né;: Index

. $2,342  tia
$2,952 12
$3,056 119
$3,132 110
$3,570 116
$4,202 A2

N M
$1,697 83
$2,055 84
$1,881 73
$1,959 71
$1,793 63
$1,868  6f
$2,084 60

N KA
$1,877 , 92
$2,141 ' 88
$2,246 88
2, 87
s2.048 89
'$2,716 88
$3,476. 100

N M
$1,747 85
$2,167 89
$2,416 94
$3,057 111
$3,046 107
$3,383 110
$3,498 101

CUNASNA,
$2,25 110
$2,643 109
$2,768 108
$3,017 109

833162 111
$3,255 106,
$3.617 104

NA  NA

92

é

Relative
fo system Reiative
financial to tax
rev/cap
Index
1t - 114
118 182
116 172
113 162
107 154
112 163
118 180
NA NA
79 100
80 109
70 92
68 89
60 79
58 1)
57 80
NA NA
90 | 137,
, 86 128
. 86 125
"86 t31
- 88 " 130
86 133,
98 152
NA NA
83 109
86 119
92 126
108 139
104 126
107 128
98 121
NA m\.s
10§ 138
100 134
99 125
100 126
102, 133
- 97 126
96 129

Res~Ag-Med
. percent of
total approp
($/capits)
27.4% (321.8)
27.9% ($28.9)
8.4 ($30.9)
28.08 ($31.9)
28.88 ($32.4)
27.7%  ($§33.4)
7.3  ($37.6)
NA NA
20.22° ($11.4)
20.1% ($13.8)
19.;=t ($34.5)
20. ($16.2)
22,08 ($15.9)
22,38 ($15.8)
22.1% \ ($16.3)
N NA
18.08° ($11.%)
18.08  ($13.1)
18.33 (${3.7)
18.08 ($13.9)
18.086 ($15.0)
18.15  ($15.8)
18.!! ($19.2)
NA NA
31.98  ($26.9)
31.08 ($31.2)
28.88 ($31.6)
29.08  ($39.9)
30.5%  (343,4)
28.9% (%43, 8)
29.28  (544.7)
NA NA
11.7% ($10.8)
11.68  ($12.1)
11.7%  ($12.8)
12,68 ($15.0)
13.45  ($17.3)
13,48 -($17.5)
1318 (8187
NA NA
e

v
€

- oS i b et wma

£7
Tultion
- Factor
Factor
volue Index
1.2% 99 ~
1.24 99
1.27 100 ’
1.33 104
1.37 105
1.40 106
1.35 103
NA NA
.39 109
3% 107
41 11
42 11
.51 115
56 118
.t 116
NA NA
1.31 103 .
1.29 102 N
1.33 104
t.37 107
1.39 107
1.36 103
1.3t 101
NA NA
.22 9
.23 97
.21 95
.17 92
.18 90
A7 88
A7 89
NA . NA
1.2 99
1.25 99
1.26 99
1.26 ']
1.27 . 97
1.28 97
1.26 97
. NA
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IR STATE
SUPPORT OF
PUBLIC NIGHER
EDUCATION -
HISTORICAL

SQUTH CAROL INA

.

TENNE SSEE

UTAH

1981-82

1977-78
1979-80
1960-81 -
1981-82
1882-83
19683-84
1964-85

1983-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
19682-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1877-78

1
1982-83

.1983-84

1984-85
1985-86

19771-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78 ,
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1683-84
1984-85

! 98786

TUITION
Estisated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR -~ 1.00}
Relative
N 10 system
Dol lers ¢ Inanclal
per foad,
$ index |ndex
$59 109
$723 4, 113 3
$823 17 ‘107
$1,058 *136 2
$1,168 135 123
$t1,414 143 130
$1,464 139 126
NA' NA NA
56?4 120 106
712 112 9
$768 110 97
$825 106 o4
$908 105 93
$1,037 105 93
$1,065 101 89
NA NA NA
$577 106 99
$614 96 90
$733 105 98
$899 116 108 '
$1,001 115 108
T $984 100 93
- $1,081 103 96
N NA O ONA

$387 71 69
3495 n 76
$517 74 72
T $535 69 67
$542 62 - 6l
$566 57 56
$580 55 54"

NA  NA NA
.$572 105 87
$654 102 85
$729 104 86
$796 102 85

$843 9 8¢
$895 91 75
$948 90 <14

NA NA NA

Relative
to personai
disposabie
{ncome/cap
tndex

136
143
150
173
in
181

- 175 ¢

144 ‘
124
19
124
115

114

126
113
124
139
138
119
122
N NA

74
75
62

55 .

125
122
125
124
121
15
116

s

QUTPUT :
Appropr lations
& Est. Tultlon
per Student
(APP ¢« TUITION)
Relative
Education o system
approp ¢ financlai
tultion §/ ipad
student Iindex iIndex
$2,955. 113 108
$3,675 10 - 114
$3,879 119 13
$4,262 12% 115
$4,300 116 1o’
$4,98 122 17
$5,667 125 1e
NA NA NA
$2,3% N 83
$2,768 90 + B4
$2,649 . 81 76
$2,"784 79 74
$2,701 3 68
$2,900 7t 87
$3,150 70 65
NA NA -NA
$2,454 95 92
£2,7154 90 87
$2,979 9 89
$3,305 93 o1
$3,544 96 93
$3,700 91 ‘88
$4,557 10% 98
NA NA A
$2,134 8z /80
$2,662 a7 84
$2,933 90 87
$3,592 102 99
-$3,587 97 o4
$3,949 97 94
$4,078 90 88
NA NA NA
$2,822 109 97
$3,28 107 ° 96
$3,497 107 g6 .
$3,813 - 108 96
$4,004 108 96
$4,150 102 91
$4,5%65 101 80
NA

NA  NA

2

4
.INPUTS
Potentlal Taf .
Revenues per
Student .
(F4/81x42) :
Reyative
) to system
Dollers tinanciaf
per - joad
sfudent Index Index .
$22,773% 97 92.
$25,12%  93- 88
~$25,4286 92 87 .
$27,890 92 88
$30,268 92 88 -
§$35,763 93 89
£36,124¢ 92 88
© NMA O 'NA NA
$24,698 105 %.g
$28,443 105 98
$27,5% 99 93
$27,464 9 83
$28,219 86 80
$35,112 "9 89
$38,17M ] 91
N NA NA
$22,004¢ 94 ot
$24,345 90 87
$25,668 93 90
.$28,404 04 o1
$30,217 92 89
$32,687 90 88
$35,963 92 89
NA  NA NA
$29,464 - 108 185
$29,908 110 107
$31,399 113 110
$36,606 121 118
$41,8390 127 14
$45,639 126 122
$48,9%0 125 ° 122
NA  NA NA
* §17,654 .15 67
$21,564 79 n
$21,498 78 69
$23,%45 7 718 70

$25,186 77 - 68
$27,75%9 17 68
$29,371 19 67

NA  NA N
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\ BEST COPY AVAILABLE

, PROCESS _
Collective
F Inancla}
Actions

- -
-t -
. ®
-
w

S TEEET

@@ 0o
adaauss

3

- (#5ECdT)

100

104
101
110

16

79.v

79

76
77
72

145
135
138
138
141
153
134

NA

’

P

-

Reiative
o system
financlal
foad
Index

.,
123
13
124

120 +

125
129
NA

. 80
80
78
81
Lk
75
67
NA

98
9,
9

o9

101 -

9%

106

. T4
76
n

14
- 13
10

19
121
13

124 + “

126
119

NA
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TABLE 4 . . n cor 73
SEVEN FACTORS Res ident! Attendance
IN STATE ' t Expans lon
SUPPORT OF rce High Ratlo
PUBL IC HIGHER School Grads
EDUCATION "
HISTORICAL Hs ghads *
. per o
- '.m
pop. | grad
» *
YERMONT 1977-78 15,8 11y 1.80 &4
1979-80 ° 15,9 114 1.72 . 19
« ' 1980-81 15 148 Y.78 78 -
1961-82 15.2 115 1.8 n
% 1982-83 14.2 109 1.90 19
N 1983-84 14.4 135. 1.92 .78
i 1984-85 13.6 11% 1.99 719
1985-86 N NA M NA
" VIRGINIA 1977-78 14,0 98 2.33 109
: 1979-80 13.6 . 98 2.44 . 11
1980-81 13.6 100 - 2.5% \ué
1983-82 3.4 108 ° 2.59- 109 °
1982-83 13,4 103 2.53 109
1983-84 12,8 103 2.60 106
1984-8% © 12.0 101 2.70 107
1985-86 NA . NA N NA
NASHINGTON 1977-78 14.5 ¥ 102 2.8 132°
1979-80 13.6 98 3.10 142
1980-81 '13.1 - 96 3,20 139
1981-82. 12,7 96 2.88 122
1682-83 11,1 90 . 3,04 126
. 1983-84 11,0 * 3,18 130
‘ 19684-85 11,1 3,19 12%
. 1985-86 NA  NA NA  NA
WEST VIRGINIA 1977-78 13.6 96 2.12 99
1979-80 12.9 93 2.15. 99
' 1980-81 12.5 92 2,28 99
T o1981-82 12.% 94 2.32 9§
¢ s 1982-83 12.4 96 2,32 9
) 1983-84 12.4, 100 °_ 2,31 - 94
. 1984-85 14.9 100 2.3 %
1985-86 NA‘ NA NA® NA
WISCONSIN . 1977-78 ,17.0 119 2,16 101
. 1979-80  16.9 121 2.20 101
1980-81 16.3 120 2.39 104
: ' 1981-82 1%.8 119 2.53 107
1982-83 15.7 120 . 2.%9 107
1983-84 14.9 120 = ‘2.1 110
1984-85 1424 12 2,82 12
1985-86 A KA Nz
- ‘ "
3 ‘ - ¢

\’

ENRQL
Studént
Enrol iment
(7' x #2)

per 1,000
. in
pop. . Indgx
m.s 93
27.8% 90
27.9 89
27.7 88
2.1 87
27.6 ,%0
7.2 9
| NA NA
32.8 107 .
33,2 109
4.1 109
34,7 110
3’.8 "“
33,3 108
32.4 108
NA NA
41.3 35
42,2 'ty
“.9 1M
6.6 116
35.7 114
35,2 115
35.0 116
NA  NA
8.8 4
a.8 N
8.6 -9
8.9 92
28.9 92
28.7 94
27.6 9
NA  MNA
36,8+ ‘120
37.1 122
39.0 128
40.0 127~
40.% 129
‘40,4 132 7
40.7 138
NA  RA

.

System Support
Index

]

App Tuitlion Total

16 132 120 -
16 132 120
16 * 132 120
‘N6 132 120
116 132 120
116 132 120
16 132 120

N - NA  NA
99 103 ‘'j00
99 <103 100
% 103 100
99 103 100
99 103 100
99 103 oo
99 103 100
M .‘-M M
97 93

97 93

97 93
97 93

T 9 93

97, 93
MmT A

107 1S 109
107 115 109
107 - 115 109
107 1% . 109
07 115 109
107 115 109
107 115 109
NA . NA  NA

106 106 106
106 106 106
106 , 106 106
106 106 106 °
106 106 106
106 ° 106 106
106 106 106
NA NA  NA

9%
9%
9%
97 93 9
2%
96
96
NA

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

¥

" SYSTEM LOAD 14 ”
System © . Tox Copacity Yax Effort
Flosnclal .o ‘
Requiresents ‘
(ENROL x #3) '
Pub stulients t i . .
foad ad Dollars _ «
wper 1, per -
pop.‘ index capita Index Porcom‘ {ndex
- F 2 ‘
34.2 111 "$669 93 108.88 109
32.9 108 $726 88 103.65 104
33,5 107% SN0, B85 109.58 09
33,2 106 $803 &% 104.24 104
32.5 104 $864 B4 / 105.2%. ' 105
33.1 108 $986 89 102.5%8 103
32,6 108 §,044 89 102.4% ~ 102
*NMONAL . MW MR
328 107 “ se62 92 9.2 90,
33,2 109 . $7%9,. 92 86.6%8 &7 '
yo' ‘m N m’ . ’5 “l,’ 88
.7 110 $899 95 88,5 88
33,8 108 $969 g: 89.5% 89
33.% 108 .$1,040 89188 90
32,4 108 ' 31,008 :z 93.1% " 93 o .
— M NA N, M N
39,6 129 O $79 100 99.08 99
,40.5 133 $842 102 95.3 99
4.2 129 $89 103 9.3 9% ~
3.0 112 $974 103 93.7% 94 .
4.2 109 $1,021 99 92.1% 92
33,7 110 $1,126 101 ¢ 92.88 93
33,6 112 - $1,193 101 101.68 102
NA NA N NA T YR " §
31,4 103 47 90 87.5% 88
30.5 100 . $X51 9t 76.5 76
31.2 100 - 92 82.24 82
31.6 100 t 3891 94 8z.13 82
31,5 10t $926 . 90 83,18 8 @
3.3 102 $1,023 92 86.08 86
298 99 $1,079 &1 83.08 83
N NK N NA M M ?
N0 127 . 698 97 113.9% 1144 )
39.3 129 . .$809 g 119:5% 119
4,3 132 862 - 118.22 11
42.4 138 3897 94 116.¥% U
42,9 137 $936 - 9 120.3% 120
42.9 140 $962 86 127.98 1
43.2 143 $1,003 65 & . 140.9% 4
M 'NA N NA N M

* L OBECLUObA YAYITYBIE '9g

4



TABLE 4 :
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
SUPPORT (OF .
‘PUBL IC -HIGHER
EDUCATION
HISTORICAL-

b

YIRGINIA .

.

HEST VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN

TAX

Tax Revenue

(94 x #5)

A ™~
) Boliars
per
capita Index
4

1977-78 8728 101
1979-80 $752, 91
1980-81 $810 93 )
1981-82"
1982-83 *© $909 68
1983-84 5 $1,011 91
1984-85  $1,069) * 91
1985-86 { NA
1977-78 $597 83 .
1979-80 $657 80
.1980-81 $910 82
198182 $794 84
1982-83 $857 B4
1983-84  $934 84
1984-85 . $1,022° = 87
1985-86 NA T NA
1977-78 $712 99
1979-80 $802 -~ 97
1980-81 ___$863 ‘ 100
1981-82 $913 96
1982-83 s$qb- 91
1983-84 51,045 94
1984-85 $1,212 103
1985-86 NA  NA-
1977~78 $567 79
1979-80 - $574 70
1980-81 $658 76
. 1981-82 $731 717
1982-83 $770 7%
1983-84 - $879 79
1984-85 $693 76
1985-86 # NA
1977-78 @fgs 110
1979-80 . 3966 117
fos0-81 $1,019 118
1981-82 $1,043 110
1982-83 $1,125 109
1983-84 $1,230 111
1984-85 $1,413 120
. 1985-86 NA 'NA

g6

K)
Al location to
Public Higher
Education
Education
totei) spprop
as & percent of
tax revenue Index
4 (6.0) 31
,‘:';: (6.6) 54
4.5% (6.9) 52
5.1  (7.0) 56
5.08 (7.00 58°
4.9 (6.8) 58
4,88 (6.8 .55
NA NA NA
© 8.6%8 (10.6) 99
10.14 (12.5) 113
0.7 (13.2) 116
J0.18 (12.4) 113
9.9% (12.2) 114
2.5% (1.7 12
9.68 (11.,9) 109
NA NA KA
12.9% (14.5) 147
13.05 (14.7) 145
11.68 (13.0) 126
V1048 (11.7) 114
9.9% (11.2) 114
10.9% (12.2) 12§
9.5 (0.1 107
NA NA NA
838 (11.%) 95 °
9.5 (13.2) 106
8.7% (12,0) o4
8.68 (11.9) o4
7.88 (10.8) 91
7.28 (9.9) 85
7.8% (11.0) 88 .
NA NA NA
10.58 (11.7) 120
10.1% (11.%3) 113
10.48 (11.7) 113
lo.g; (11.8) 116
10. (11.4 118
10.2% (11.5;\\120
9. (10.5) 105
NA . NA NA

NA

- BEST COPY AVAILABLE -

o

" pezt 80

®, Y
'I‘ ! 4 - te ‘ ¢
APP : 4~ ) 'l
" Appropristions{ T Tultlon
per Studedt o : Foctor,
(TAX x #6/ENROL) , > o,
+ 'Relative ’ " L AR
. Educat [on 10 system 'Relative ‘Res-Ag-Med /' L
 spprop tingncliel o te perc af ' L.
"'$ per losd - - rev/cap  total spprop Factor
student Index Index, Index ($/capite) - - value’ Index
$1,145 56 48 55° 25,88 ($11.3) 2,5- 200
$1,325 54 a’ 60 21.38  ($13.7) 2.65 210
$1,402 55 a 59 °, 25.88 (313,62 ° 270 212
,346 56 .48 - 84 27.08 (5.8 ¢ 2.7 2
« 151,673 + 59 14 67 28.28 (317.8) 2,80 215
$1,806 59 50 o 64 27.3%. ($18,5) . 2,83 21%
$1,905 55  47. 60 2118 '(8]9.22 ,  2.86 219
N M NA M g N TN TN NN
Lo R ‘ ' { . . ". [ )
$1,569 77 71 92 16.88  ($11.9) °  -1.40 110
$2,009 83 83 106 .y 18.88  ($15.4) 1.32. 104
$2,23] 87 88 107 /) 18,88  ($17.6) 1.33" 105
$2,313 B4 85 100 18.88 ($18.%) ¢» 1,3 . 106
$2,532 89 W 106 18.68 ($19.8) . 1.40 107 .
32,667 87 B 103 18.8%  ($20.5) 1.42 108
$3,046 06 89 101~ 18.6% ($22.8) 1.4+ 108
M NA NA NA NA -NA- o N
» . . - -
$2,220 108 112 . 109 11,18 ($11.4) S1.26 JOO
$2,475 102 105 105 ¢« 11,28 ($13.2) 1.26 ' 99
$2,398 94 97 94 10.88 - ($12.1) 1.23 99\ :
$2,594 94 97 98 1.2 ($12.0) 1.28 100 .
$2,59 91 94 wg 12,08 ($12.7) 1.8 98 ¢
$3,232 105 108 N 10,58  ($13.4) 1.21 96
$3,286 95 S8 ~ 92 11.38  ($14.7) 1.2 97
T NA NA NA NA NA - NA NA KA
$1,629 & 74 10 , 21,68  (518.0)° 1.2¢ 98
Cs1,9m 81 % 16 27.78 (3209 _1.24 {98 '
. 81,992 " 78 73 102 27.68 (321.8) 1.25, 98
$2,175 19 74 102 o 27.6%. ($24.1) . 1.2§ 98
$2,089r= 73 69 . 21.6%  (823.1) 1.37 105
$2'205 712, 67 27.6%8  (324.1) 1.44 °109
$2,5571 74 69, 28.7% ($28.1) 1.4t 108
M NA NA NA NA N NA
$2,267 111 104 10.6%  (39.9) 1.35 107
$2,638 108 102 93 \ 10,68  ($11.6) 1.3 107 .
$2,723 106 - 100 % 10.6%  ($12.6) 1.58 108
$2,7% 100 9% 91 1,68 ($13.0) 1.37 107 "
$2,830 100 9% 91 10,68 ($15.6) 1.37 109
$3,093, 160, 95 91 11.2§  ($15.8) 1.36 103
$3,220 93 88 7 11,28 ($16,6) 1.38 106 °
' NA NA NA NA NA

NA
]\ V};Vj‘{.i

?
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C - s ® . . - & Es PY
T , , S . B T-CO AILABLE
LY . ¢ ) . . ¢ ) -
: TASLE ¢ - - ) TUITION ur f ' INPUTS PROCESS '
. ©© SEVEN FACTORS * Estimated Tuition Afbropr st fons . Potential Tax : . Collective = '
"+ INSTATE * ' per Student . & Est. Tultion ) Revenues par - F Inanc fal -
. SUPPORT OF . APP (TUITION per Student / , Student - Actl o
« ' . PUBLIC HIGHER | ' FACTOR ~ 1.00) : (APP + Tumom : (#4/8142) ‘ A I5x85H7)
©* > _EDUCATION ‘, . ’ Relative Relative . lat lve Do Relative Relstive
- THISTORICAL “ fo system 0 parsonal Education . systom to system ' , 1o system
- \ - Doliars financial dJisposable _ approp ¢ £ Inanc lal Dollears financial . . tinenclai
‘ g per « 1oad . Income/cap tultion &/ losd per 1oad .load .
. . ' student Index index index ~ sfudent Index |ndex student jndex. Index Percent Index |ndex
YERMONT 1977-78 $1,760 322 244 376 $2,905 112 ¢ 93 $23,508 100 83 Y "N 12,48 112 g : -
1979-80 $2,190 343 260 398 $3,515 114 95 ‘ $26,465 97 81 13,3 .17 - $8 .
1980-81 $2,380 340 257 397 $3,782 116 97 $26,523 96 80 14.33 121 101 " ‘
1981-82 $2,639 339 257 399 ® $4,185 118 99 ;ﬁ.on 96 80 *16.48 123 103 -
1982-83 3,018 - 348 284 /a0 . s6e1 126, 103 9 8l 1.7 130 109" - .,
- 1983-84 $3,303 335 254 382 $5,109 126 " 105 $35,764 99 82 ©14.38 127 108
v 1984-85 $3,545 33% 295 388 $5,450 121 100 $38,389 98 82. 14.2 123 102 °
; | 1985-86 NA NA NA NA M NA M M N N N NA NA
A . ' } - .
VIRGINIA 1977-78 3624 114 " "7, $2,193 85 "8% $20,207 86 86 10.9% 98 98
. 1979-80 3636 100 97 103 ot .$2,645 86 86 $22,698 84 "84 11.68 102 102
. , 1980-81 $746 106 , 103 109 7 - .$2,983 N o . $23,572 85 83 12.7% 108 . 108 -
~ . 1981-82 $839 108 105 109 ° $3,12 89 89 $25,915 86 86 (12,28 104 104
"o ‘ 1982-83 $1,004 116 112 16 % ss 536 - 95 95 $28,655 87 87 "12.38 100 199
R . 1983-84 31,129 114 111 nz2 93 9y $31,261 86 86 12.1% 108 ~ 108
a\l . 1984+85 §1,246 118 115 ne u.zm . 95 95 $33,92¢ &7 87 12.74 109 109 .
g . " 1985-86 @ NA NA NA N N NA NA NA . NA _NA°  NA NA  NA NA
o . , . -
. C ) - WASHINGTON 1977-18 $586 107 115 99 ., 32,806 108 113 L. 817,437 4 4 77 16.1% 146 152 . ,
: v . 1979-80f $632 99 106 ' 90 $3,106 10t 105 . $19,961 74 77 15,68 138 143 ',
’ ;,/:.’. . \ 1980-81 $638, ot 98 , 83 ~ $3,035 93 97 .rc 821,383 77 80 14.28 121 126
* \ 1981-82 $738  _95. 102" .. 87 p i« $3,332 94, 98 ~ $26,643 88 92 - 12.58 107 111 N
5 . 1982-83  $738 “ @5 92 L el 1 35 TR 94 ‘ $28,622 «~87 9 11.68 103 108
. . © 1983-84 $875 89 95 . 82 34,106 . 101 305 ~ $32,035 88 92 12.88 114 119
| ’ . s 1984-85 $887 - B84 % . 19 84,172 92 9% * . $34,030 B8 .9 12,3 106 110
A ' 2,7 1985-86 NA .NA NA T T N NA M M N NA ) N M M
o> ' - & . ” . ! T ’
v WEST VIRGINUIA® “1977-78  “$399 73 - 63 . 8 " $2,028 78 72 . $22,448 9 88 | 9.0 82 - 75
- 1979-80 $463 713 63 8 ' $2,434 79 73 .S $27,035 ,100 . 91 . 9.0% 80 73
' 1980-81 © $492 % 70 81 ' $2,484 76 0 ¥ $27,975 101 = 93 . 8.9 75 69
1981-82 $567 13\ 63 ° P ’ : $2,742 18 n $30,766 102 93 I 8.9 76 7.
. g 1962-83 _$77%6 90 - T8 - 1 $2,866 77 n .- $30,043 97 89 8.91 19 73
1983+84 3966 98 & . 118 $3,1711 " 78 n $3,660 9 90 - 8.9¢ 79 . 73
“1984-45 $1,060 100 87 128 y $3,616 80 73 $39,287 101 92 : 9.4 80 73
1985-86 NA NA ¢ NA SNA M N M NA " NA NA ) NA- NA NA
Cp . . . ' L .
RSN nscousm/ 1977-78 $792 145 M%7 151 ' $3,09 118 N ' $18,979 81 , 76 xls.“ 146 138 -
: . 1979-80  o3941 - 147 139 152 $3, 117 1o . $21,794 76 16.45 145 137
‘J 1980-81  $1,035 148" 139 148 $3,756 115 109 (322,107 & 15 . 17.08 144 136
1981-82 $1,032 133 - 128 136 , $3,788 107 10! c b s22,d33 ., 10 \ ,16.95 144 136
: 1982-83 $1,058 122  11% 127 $3,888 103 99 $23,116 10 66 . 16.88 149 141
. . 1983-84  $1,117 113" 107 118 " 34,210 103 - 98 $23,778 . 66 ‘67 17.7% 158 ' 149 .
1984-85 $1,226 116" 110 120 $4pdas | 98 93 $24,619 63 59 18.1% 156 147 }
Y 4 1985-86 NMA N "M NA ., NA T.NA NA . NN NA . NN M .
b > . hEoo A !
98 ’ \ | \ ) ’ Groy ! W fal e C
> | | s CEal DObh WAVELTE 99.
) - e .
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TABLE 4
SEVEN FACTORS
IN STATE
"SUPPORT OF-
PUBL IC HIGHER
EDUCAT I ON
HISTORIGAL
<
)

WYOMING

~

UNITED STATES

“1977-78

197980,
1980-81

1981-82 .

1982-83
1983-84
1984-83
1983-86
1977-78
1979-80

1
1968182
1982-83
198384
198485
1985-86

n

Res ident
Student
Source High,
School 8rads
HS grads
per
1,000 1S
pOP. Index »
14.8 104
14.3 103 «
13,5 - o9
13,1 o8 .
12.8 9
12.1 L1
1.2, 9%
] m NA
14.3 100
13.9 . 100
15.6 100
13,3 100
13,0 100
12.5 100
11.9 100

Mo

>
f

2 .
Attendance
Expansion -
Ratio
FTE public
students
per HS
grad™ Index
2.4 134
2.28 R 105
2.3 104
2.50 106
2.63 109
3.0 124 .
3.1 147 -
WA “NA.
2.1% 100
2.18 100
.2.30 100
2.37 100
2.4 100
2.46 . 100
2.5 100
. ) NA

ENROL |
Student
Enrol iment
9 x #2)
Annual
FTE pudbiic
students
per 1,000
POP. {ndex
’”.' “8
32.6 107
2.1 103
. 32,6 ‘104
. 33.7 108
3.9 120
41.6 138
"NA NA
.5 100
N 100
31.3 100 °
531.4 100
SI..S 100
”'1 ‘ ‘m '
30.1 - 100
t "

”
Sys
ingd

App Tultion Total

103
103
103
103
103

103

103

tom Support
L -
.

1 108
111 105
111 103
11 105
mnm 105
111 109
111 . 169
NA NA
100 100
100 ‘100
1% -100
100, 100
100, 100"
100 100
100

NA NA

13
2P,

100 -

T .

*

A

.

 BEST COPY AVAILABLE

SYSTEM LOAD
System
Financlal
Requiresents
(ENROL x #3)

S
ggaR

L3

L]

1ns.
126 ' -
145

BEsruy

1
a5 E
8 E

100
-100
N.4 100

w
-
L ]

w

"31.3 10

30.7 400

" 30, ° 100

‘NA. WA

L er

e

.

Tex Capacity

Dot tars

$1,264 176
$1,248 151"
$1,501 173
$1,85¢ 195
$2,226 216
$2,239 « 201
£2,315 197
MW
$719 100
$825 100
$867 100
$949 100
$1,029 100
$1,112 100
$1,176 . 100
M W

- ’
BE21 VA ¥

n

L)

)

9

#5 .
Tax’ Effort

-

A

§ExNxREE
gag

par. -
_ Coplite Index Percent Index

18 66

18 88

. a3
7 -

) 1’ o

&3

[ 4
88 5%

gEBEERE
2IRRKK

101
oW “'Y'foE
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TABLE ¢ v
SEVEN EACTORS
AN ST
SUPPORT OF, .
PUBLIC HIGHER- - -
EDUCATION
NlSIUfICAL
WYOMING - 1977-78
: 1979-80
. 1980-81
1981-82
1962-83
-~ 1985-84
‘ 984-85
K $85-86
UNITED STATES 1977-78
~ 197980
'- 1980-81
- 1981-82
‘ 1982-83
1983~-54
1984-85, .
198586
' -~
( '
~ EJ
p
v L )
T
,-’ " Q
Q
ERIC

TAX
Tax Revenyé
(76 x #5)
\
Do} lars
per . .
caplita Index
Pal
$836 116
$1,099 133
$1,244 143
"$3,378 143
$1,614 - 157
$2,344 - 211
$2,438 207
‘NA NA
$219 100 .
$82% 100
$867 100
$949 100
$1,029 100
s$t,112 100
$1,176 . 100
NA  NA
)
/
[
#
g

A

rd

. | , BEST COPY
. « . ’ ' ' -
. ' ; . T
Aljocation to Appropriations - Tultion
Pubilc Higher per Student ¢ Factor °
Educetion (TAX x #6/ENROL) . - .
- » - ,
- . Rejative - . e
Education Education to system Relative’ Res—-Ag-Med ' . .
{fotal) approp approp financial Yo tax pertent of N
s & percent of o $ par Joad rev/cep = totel spprop Fector
tax revenus index” student Index Index, I ndex ($/capits) valve Index
) o \
b
12.88 (14.6) 146, $2,961 145 14D “{2¢ % 12,38 ($14.9) 1.19 94
11,38 (12,97 126 $3,801 15 152 117 .. 12,38 ($17.4) 1.46 92
12.7% (14.5) 138 ., $4,928 192 187 134 12,48 ($22.3) A06 90
12,98 (14.7) 141 $5,436 197- 191 136 12.33  ($24.8) 1.14" 89
12.68 (14.3) 145 $6,021 212 206 13- 12,3 ($28.5) - 1.% - &
8.7% (9.9) 102 $5,506 179 173 . 85 12.33 ($28,5) 1.14 &7
8.9% {10.1) 100 $5,195 150 {45 72 12.33 ($30.4) 1,12 486
NA NAT  NA s MM NA NA NA NA NA TNA
8.7% (16.3) 100 ,, 52,048 100 100y 100 15.68 ($11.6) 1.27 100
9.0 (10.7) . loof $2,433 100 100 100 1618  ($14,2) "1.26 100
9.2% (11.0) 100 $2,5%61 100 100 100 16.28  ($1575) 1.2 100
9.1% (10.9) 100 |, $2,7% 100 100 100 | 16.48 ($17.0) 1.28 100
858 116.4) 100 $2,843 100 100 100 16.88 ($18.0) 1.30 100
8.5 T10.2) 100 - $3,083 100 100 100 16.7%  ($18.9) 1.32 _ 100
8.9 (10.6) 100  $3,467 100 100 100 16.68 (520.8) 1.30 - 100
NA NA ' NA ., M M e M NA NA NA ©MA ONA
4 - -
-~ \ - ‘ R A
f} - ) - ¢ a -
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TABLE 4 ‘. UITION . . TR N | PROCESS ‘
' ' SEVEN FACTORS . Estimated Tultion : Appropr latlons - Potentla Tax --, Coliective
IN STATE . per- Student : - & Est. Tultion ' Reyenues per = F Insnclal .
SUPFORT OF APP (TUITION . por Student ) . Student Actlons , ,
PUBLIC HiGHER FACTOR - 1.00) . L (APP + TUITION) * - (14/01x42) v (I5d6dT)
{ EDUCATION atfve ’Relative : Reiatlve’ : “.Relative . . Relative
~ HISTORICAL - fo system to personal Education to Gystem * sysdom ~ © to system
4 . ) Dol lars financlal disposable spprop + financlai Dol lers f (nanc l 8} financlel |
per toad ‘Income/cap dultion §/ ° load per - joad _ .. losd _
student Index |pdex Index student Index Index © student Index Index Percent Index Indax
WYONING 197778 $554 1001 " 91_ , 96 '$3,515 135 129 335,024 449 Qa2 1006 9 . 8,
197980 - $619 97 87 87 $4,421 144 137 . 838,283 141 14 11,5 102" o7™"
1 1 $702 100 90 88 $5,631 173 “16d $46,689 168 160 12.1% 102 98 o
1981-82 - $742 95 86 82 356,179 175 166 3 $56,847 .188, 179 . 10,98 9% 88
1982-83 $826 95 86 , 84 $6,847 185 176 $65,996 "201 - 191" . 1048 92 88 ~
N \ 198384 ° $794 80 12 73 $6,301 158 147 360,624 167 159 10.48 93 88 .
° 1984-85 . $627 59 B4 58 . $5,822 129 123 $55,649 142 £36 10.5% 90 86
1985-86 M NA NA fia NA  NA NA N NA KA KA NA NA
UNITED STATES' 1977-78 $547. 100 100 100 .52.594 100 100 $25,473 1 ‘ . 11.1% 100 100
1979-80 °  $639 100 - 100 180 L $3,0712 100 100 - . §27,151 - 100 100 ] 11.33 100 100
. 1980-81 $701 100 ;00 100 $3,262 100 +,100 $27,719 100 _ 100 - 11.88 100 100
' . 1981-82 $778 100 00 100 $3,536 100 100 s $30, 211 10 + 100 11.7% 100 100
) 1962-83 $867 100 100 100 “ $3,710 100 100 . $32,878 100 100 11,3 100 100
- . ' 1983-84 $987. 100 _ 100 100 - % $4,070 100 100 3 $36,25%¢ 100 . 100 11.2 100 100
. : 1984-85 $1,055% 100 *~ 100 100 $4,522 100 100 . $39,080 100 ¢+ 100 11.65. 100, 100
. 1985~86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA - “ NA NA NA KA NA NA <
. . . ’ R . . -
u‘ . . L.
& - ¢
~ 7 ' ’
\, T / ' .. .
- « ‘ N i ¢ A ’ '.
- P . . - - ‘
N L 3 \'S . \
. y 2 &1 .
) . ¢ -
. e




R TR T S o BESTCOPYAVAILABLE

' . . ' ” . . o * ™
~ ." ) . ¢ . -’ - . * N “ - ,
) o YOG . . e ; ¢ . [ 'S * . : ,
e Tm;s L .‘.A:‘ E \ . . e )] : E Fa Fb' F Ga Gt G‘ L] |
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- THE BASIC DAT® ', - Rqstden®dyligh, . Annual - T Stete  Local  State System © Estimsted Persond] -
. ., HISTRRICAL - Populﬂion school FTE Capocl Revenues - Total Totar Res~Ag-¥ed Support ° Tultion * Dispossbie .
Ty ) . -July' © Gradudpss Pudlic Fys Approp Appro., Approp. .  index FY%' Revesue income .
- . / (0007 °  Spring®  Emroliment cooo 000) (000, 000). - (000, 000)* (000,000) (000,000  Appn Tult Total (000,000 (000,000) -
] . » o S0 . -, , . * ¢
' ALMM: ;. 1977-78 3 731 . 48,497 - 115,803 2,069.9 1,668.3 ™ 279.6 1,6 8.0’ 100 105 102 15.2 16,397 ?
> -/ lm', H 48,0669 116,491 2,404.6 1,971.6 317.4 1.7 31.7 101 105 102 86.8 _ 20,557
A ' .~8s51.088 : 119,858 2,551.8. 2,186.8 368.2 1.7 36.8 161 105 102 102.0 22,685, -
T .  1981-82 * 49,116 122, ‘lﬁl 2,799.8 2,384.9 nNa 4,0 37.1 101 105 102 105.0 g.'m . .
LT 19824-&3‘ 48,794 ¢ 118,749 3,003.0 2,720.0 401.6 4.0 . 40.2 10 105 102 1228 - 419 - .
P . 198384 - 49,309 . 129, M1 3,29.2 2,812.7 - 4G4.5 4.0 o ~ 43.0 . 101 O3 102 134.8 29,322 -
o 1984-89 48,150 IZS,GW 3,390,0 3,035.0 . 500.7 . 4.0 - 80.0, 101 105 -102 145.5 31,524 .
N . 1985-86 . * NA TONA NA , MNA NA NA " NA NA NA NA NA - NA
. - . . . ) . , ~
ALASKA 1977-78 . 4,717 -~ 9,791 . 442.7 417.8 63.1 - 0.0, 7.9 o4 o4 94 6.0 3,422 .
1979-80 5,281 10,530 * 612.2 712.4 86.5 0.0 10.} o4 4 o - 6.4 - 3,747 ¢
[ 1980-81 5,353 14,744 N 57,4 " 977.0 105.3 0.0 12.0 o4 o4 w4 . 1.9 3,824
& 1981-82 - 6,200 12,794 L 9903 1,646.2 127.3 0.0° 14.0 o4 - o 94 . 9.2 4,367 .
“~ 1982-83 . 3,447  13,94% . 1.373.0 2,533.0 148.0 0.0 15.3 o4 “ . o4 10.2 5,096 .
- \ 1983-64 5,558 14,344 1,541,141 2,769.0 158.1 0.0 15.4 o™ ] 9 13.2 6,237
1984-85 5,457 14,286 : 1,811.0 2,322.0 168,98 0.0 15.7 o4 M. o4 18.7 . 6,893
s 1985-86 NA - NA T / NA KA NA NA NA NA |M ‘NA NA NA
. ' . o
: AR | ZO0NA L 1977-78 27,207 125,751 - . 1,570.8 1,660.4 209.5 45.4 38.8 109 Y06 106 .7 11,729
, 4 979-80 32,847 127,348 1,890.9  2,067.8 233.2  60.5 © 3.1 109 106 106 84.7 15,451
’ '980~81 3,648 . 129,213 2,078.5 2,382.4 270.4 63.5 53.2 105 106 . 106 4 18,212
182 » . 28,416 130,119 2,201.7 2,690.6 308.0 71.7 - 957.9° 105 106 ¢ 106 100.5 20,920
1982593, N 28,049 _ 132,134 2,552.0 2,702.0 286.8 79.0 52.5 109 106 108 106.9 23,609
1983-84 29,867 128,422 3,073.6 . 2,821.8 332.6 82.6 28.0 105 106 106 ° 115.5 24,930
, 1984-85 N 26,530 128,029 5,325.0° 3,110.0 370.6 97.3 68.4 109 106 106~ 122.4 1,375
1965-86 NA NA NA NA NA =NA NA NA NA NA - NA NA
ARKANSAS 1977-718 27,787 50,385 1,232.6 936.9 126.2 0.0 17.7 ° 15 108 105 26.3 9,261 *
1979-80 28,754 - 53,130 1,442.5  1,156.8 , 156.3 0.0 21.9 105 108 105 34.9 11,866 ~
1980-81 29,502 55,128 1,522.2 - 1,239.8 164.7 0.0 b . 23.1 10% 108, 105 40.7 13,174
e 1981-82 30,209 54,433 1,7117.2 1,468.5 174.1 0.0 24.4 105 108 103 46.1 14,166
* R 1982-83 30,691 56,794 1,928,0 1,522.0 186.5 0.0 2.1 105 108 109 46.6 1%, -
. 1983-84 30,824 56,704 2,011,2 1,633.9 194.0 0.0 27.4 105 108 105 49.3 16,74
1884-85 27,93 56,742 2,200.0 1,770.0 241,0 0.0 . 3.3 10% 108 105 56.8 18,123
e 1985-86 NA * NA NA M, M NA NA N N WA LTI ,:
~ CALIFORNIA 1977-718 299,328 1,018,491 17,777.7 20,749.5 1,914.0 667.2 224.5 88 80 86 164.6 . 14,
) 1979-80 285,844 990, 266 21,694,.3 25,203.3 2,741,0 °295.0, 274.4 88 80 86 193.5 172,321
1980-81 271,87% 1,045,507 25,353.0 22,107.8 _ 5,150.0 308.0 3.5 a8 80 86 221.2 196,011° ,
1961-82 263,389 1,059,656 26,331.8 26,800.5 3,162.0 408.0 339.3 . 88 80 86 200.1 221,074
1982-83 265,924 1,043,403 28,695.0 28,796.0 3,129.0 391.4 6.5 88 7 80 86 373.4 247,783
1983-84 - 261,994 977,450 31,808.9 31,422.6 3,120.0 404.5 3713.2 88 (ao 86  462.4 264,709
1584-85 258,702 978,873 34,495.0 32,606.0 3,779.0 449.1 425.5 as 80 86 489.0 287,310
1985-86 NA NA " NA NA NA NA © NA NA NA NA NA NA
’ i
< ) L ‘ A\ 14 Vh“ ‘ E
! V ' - f % (4 /D.A
RS 105 . : -
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. TABLE 5 \ ‘A B . ¢ 0 E Fa Fb F Ge Gt 6 H | :
* - THE BASIC DATA Resident  High Annual Tax Tax  »  State Local  'State Sys Estimated Personal
HISTORICAL . Populgtion School FTE Cepacity Revenues Total Total ° Res-Ag-Ned - Suppdrt Tuition - Disposabile
‘ July® Graduates Publlc Fy# Fye Approp. Appro. prop. - Indax FY#® Revenuse {ncome
(0003 Spring® Enrollnnf (000,000) .(000,000) (000,000} (000,000) (000,000) . Appn Tulf Totas! (000, 000) (000,000) .
' . . ’ ' \ R
COLORADD - 1977-78 ' 2,632 37,373 114,549 2,044.8 1,880.4 195.0 4.6 , 4.2 106 112 106 72,2 14,603
/ 1979-80 2,767 . 37,234 113,293 2511 .7 2,285.9 217.9 6.0, 46.6 104 112 106 102,5 18,740
1980-81 - 2,849 36,804 115,941 - 2,719.% .2,615.9  *235,2 7.0 53.9° 104 112 106 122,0 _ 21,741
. 7 1981-82 2,903 $35,903 117,435 3,094.4  2,797.4 285,3 8.8 , 64.0 104 112 106  140.0 24,720
» 1982-83 2,965 35,494 118,345 3,442,0 2,877.0 322.6 11.1 89.8 106 - 112 106 160.5 28,567 . -
1963-64 3,065 ‘}4,875 117,538 4,137.8 3,36 342.8 12,2 93.8 104 - 112 106 168.4 31,304,
1984-85 3,139 32,954 113,422 4,450.0 3,579.0 359.7 126 O 97.4 104 112 106 184.0 33,822
1985-86 NA NA, | NA NA NA NA NA T ONA NA NA NA NA NA
CONNECTICUT  1977-70 3,086 48,676 57,945 2,%97.5 /2,424.5 146.0 0.0 8.0 100 101 100 38.0 19,724
197 5,098 48,147 58,909 2,758.4 2,755.4 149.3 0.0 29.4 100 101 . 100 40.9 23,22
1980-8 3,100 45,004, 60,385 2,914,3 2,980.6 174.8 0.0 32.% - 100 101 100 . 40.7 . 26,
* 1981-82 3,114 46,673 61,391 3,297.2 . 3,291.9 182.9 0.0 4.6 » 100 101 100 - 43.3. 29,951
1962-83 3,134 46,245 62, 009 3,547.0 3,643,0 197.7 . 0.0 35.9 100 101 100 51,3 33,415
1983-84 5,140 46,496 62,048 4,074.8. 4,035.0 226.3 0.0 41.8 100 109 100 62.3 36,066
1964-85 5,158 46,500 60,800 4,264.0 4,389.0 245.8 0.0 44.3 100 101 100 72.8 3,361
1685-86 KA NA NA NA , L O NA NA “NA NA  NA KA _NA
] [y
- DEL AWARE 1977-78 593 9,425 19,947 4 524.7 447, ' 38.5 " 0.0 2.9 115, 431 119 25,5 3,382
o 1979-80 598 9,272 20,664 I 572.4 494.9 51.1 0.0 3.4 115 131 119 29.1 - 4,006
* , 1980-81 599 9,042 - 21,293 568.3 542.9 58.8 0.0 3.6 115 131 119 31.6 4,393
1981-82 596 8,806 - 21,821 631.2 « -561.4 69.9 0.0 4.0 1S 13 19 36.6 . 4,816
1982-83 598 8,779 - 21,613 683.0 593.0 74.7 0.0 4.4 115 I3 119 - 42,9 5,259 *
1983-84 600 8,586 21,799 766.2 643.4 . 15.6 0.0 4.7 1"s 11 119 48.4 5,787
- 1984-85., 606 8,110 21,845 810.0 692.0 84,0 0.0 5.2 115 19 119 51,0 + 6,304
.1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA, NA NA NA A NA -,
D.C. 1977-78 696 6,44> 8,578 580.8 648,7 0.0 36.5 0.0 103 88 102 (7 4,641 ;
1979-80 670° 7,365 8,67 630.3 797.5 0.0 48.2 0.0 103 98 102 2.7 5,519
1980-81 656 6,543 8,053 '624,6 826.1 0.0 53.0 0.0 103 98 102 2.6 5,942
1981-82 637 6,462 8,274 672.8 882,7 0.0 53.0 0.1 103 o8 102 4.4 6,487
1982-83 631 5,745 8,593 721.0 1,049.0 0.0 58.3 0.1 103 o8 102 5.1 7,112 -
198384 633 6,461 8,351 797.3 1,155.3 0.0 60.8 0.1 103 88 102 3,7 7,426 .
! 1984-85 623 5,692 7,825 833.0 1,241,0 0.0 63.7 0.1 103 98 102 6.3 8,030
1985-86 NA NA NA * NA . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
FLORIDA 1977-78 8,695 97,532 246,399 6,504.9 4,764.6 484.0 0.0 82.3 95 ] o4 122.7 44,864
& 1979-80 9,132 S8, 148 250,235 7,686.6 5,644.7 817,2 0.0 105.4 9 90 o4 129.5 58,259
1980-81 9,47 97,607 259,870 8,200,2 6,414.4 704.0 0.0 124.0 g 9% o4 144.8 87,130
1981-82 9,874 99,511 263,18} 9,355,3 6,908.2 799.4 0.0 140.3 N 94 .169.3 77,875
1982-83 10,183 98,753 271,616 10,596.0 7,7162.0 843.2 0.0 145.9 o3 N N 178.6 90,136
’ 1983-84 10,433 94,445 267,604 12,064, 1 8,696.5 933,0 0.0 161.0 95 90, o4 187.2 96,492
1984-85 10,680 93,873 264,782 13,367.0 9,723.0 _1,022.2 0.0 175.7 9 ° 9N S4 164.3 106,149
1685-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA RA NA NA
&
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.- THE BASIC DATA
- HISTORICAL

GEORG 1A

ILLINOSS

v,

{MD 1ANA

Popuiation School
Sraduates

et

-

A
. A
Resdent
July#
(000)
1977-78 5,126
1979-80 5,286
1880~-81 5,391
1961-82 5,482
1982-83 . 5,574
1963-84 5,642 -
1964-85 5,7132.
1985-86 NA
1977-78 902
1979-80 " 929
1980-81 950
198182 969
1982-83 981
19884 008
198485 1,023
1985-86 NA
1977-78 857
1979-80 oNn
1980~81 o33
19681-82 947
1982-83 959
1963-84 975
1984-85% 989
1985-86 NA
1977-78 11,360
1979-80 . 11,43
1980-81 11,423
1981-82 11,433
1982-83 11,462
198384 11,452
1964-85 11,486
1905-~86 NA
1977~-78 5,372
1979-80 5,446
1980-81 5,475
1981-82 5,489
198283 5,468
1983-84 5,487
1984-85 5,479
1985-86 NA

-

64,734
64,711
65,208
65,463
66,969
65,793
63,218

NA

13,930
v 14,097
14,008
14,647
13,948
12,943

12,990 .
) NA

13,581
13,660
13,478
13,168
12,782
12,353
11,980
NA

.

'

162,226

160,669
154,716
156,981
156,802

148,861 |

142,933
NA

77,282 .

80,268
78,370
78,749
79,207
74,756
70,268

NA

’c *

Annusl!
FYE
Pudi Ic

Enrol iment Vtooo./wo) * (000, 000)

129,308
123,724
126,979
129,440
134,147
132,572
130, 228

¥28

dEp2LER
" v w
»
\R \R
o~

g2

338,246
345,239
373,220
391,372
388,867
366,530

370,292

137,200
142, 061
153,234
155,892
157,631
157,304
156, 300

NA

ot

=

e
D,

) TQK‘
Capacity Revenues.

FY®

¥

LXTY W PYP

BEIRER
=%
cooaluai

QOOLUOO

g SEERESS iy,?a§§§

2

E
Tax .

Fys

2.7“.0
3,257.3
1,637.5
4,100.2
4,545.0
5,031.0
5,454.0

Fa

Stote
Total

m.’
383.1
432,09
498.9
334.2
562.0
619.4

NA

121.8
133.9
150,1
169.9
200.3
203.7
211.9

0w -
5——3§§o

-—b el
MOBOO =

Fb F

.
Local Statet

Total Res~Ag-Hled
Approp.  Appro.  Approp.
(000,000) (000,000) (00O, 000)

AuuyuNN
WOUMWMWY O

-

“

L]
(- N-N-R-R-N-N-J

OQOOPOé

EAVUNNN -
WD uANO >

101.1
120.8
143.2
152.0
172,1

-
-4
-d
.

-]

183.8

ooopooo
DODOOOD

.;-

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
14 v .

+6a 6t 6 ‘N

Sszsm Estimsted Personal *
pport »Tultdon Disposabie
index FY® . Rnw*vo income

Appn Tult Total  (000,000) (000O,000)

1M 12 1 .8 24,1% '

1m nz2 m 78.0 30,178

1 12 1 -e2.% . 33,518

1 12+ 111 105.8 37,218

m 12 112.9 o,9%
1"o112 .m 133.0 46,134

11 112 111 - 1400 . 50,907 R
NA N NA NA NA :
us 115 116 ° 14.3 5,352

116 115 116 14.6 (6,636

116 “115 116 14.5 7,372

116 1Y 116 14.9 8,312

116 115 \:6 15.0 ° 9,243
116

16 115 2.6 ~10,029

116 415 116 25.1 - 10,7

M N M NA " NA

105 100 106 9.4 4,221

105 109 106 13.4 5,414

105 109 106 16.2 5,989

105 109 106 16.5 6,66¢ -

105 109 106 16.2 7,437

105 109 106 - 16.2 7,633

105 100 106  18.2 8,2% N
A M M NA NA

95 94 95 145.0 70,802

95 94 93 167.9 84,893 J
9 o4 93 1957 93,367 :
95 94 95 2.8 100, 232

95 o4 95 210.7 111,515

9 94 95  313.5 117,106

9 94° 95  341.7 121,788

NN M M NA N

115 123 117 10,8 28,752

15 123 117 125.6 34,903,

1S 123 117 _ 145.1 38,482 .
15 123 117 178.4 41,524

15 123 17 212.0 45,473

115 123 117 233.8 46,577

115 123 1177 245.5 48,828

NA NA NA NA - S
s

‘ \i;':‘E.'c,’-i AN



THE BASIC DATA
‘\anmmu

- L -

ty

TABLE ‘5

.
10MA

KANSAS |

KENTUCKY

LOUISIANA

111

-

e

1977-78
1979-80

1960-81.

1981-82
1982-83
1963-84
1984-83
1985-86

1977-78

" 1979-80

-

1960-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
198

19

197

i i
1981-82
1982-83
1963-84

" 1984-85

1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984~85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
198384
1984-85
1985-86

¥4

ResIdent
Popul atlon

Juty®
(000)

2,904 -
,N9

. 2,07

2,913
2,913

nN NN
! ‘§

‘u‘
&Mﬂﬂag ‘

;&3832

8

-
O
-
-

1333

Wl Wb Al Aot \t At \
- W
-4
-
L ¥

anananw
XL"LBh
sESENESR

53,114

47,019
45,249
46,052

16,816
16,965
17,261
17,3
17,01
16,604
15,729
NA

Tax

Capacity Revenues

c )
l
Annual Tax
FTE
Public £y
Enrol Iment
19,779 2,172.6
84,210 2,553.3
90, 586 2,734.9
94,316 2,914.0
96, 266 3,054.0
97,758 3,097.8
97,128 3,226.0
MA NA
86,710 1,753.0
87,216 2,040.8
89,99 2,224.2
90,81 2,445.8
91,7”,, 2,681.0
91,689 2,843.8
91,022 3,038.0
NA NA
88,000 2,153.4
89,389 2,%3. T
3,863 2,681.2
93,790 2,888.9
93,637 ,I 3,090.0
91,516 3,35.0
88,359 3,596.0
NA NA
106,975 2,928.2
106,686 3,462.0
110,043 3,711.8
115,702 4,368.4
119,225 ,171,0
122,965 ,504.8
123,664 ,6,026.0
NA NA
26,913 650.8
26,094 . 745.3
27,213 781.3
27,304 856.5
26,091 924.0
27,028 1,062.3
26,614 1,110.0
NA NA
-4
-
A

LR )
o
-
]
.

EEgaE

»

-
Y
-

) 2,;2‘.
2,%61.
- 2,732,

2,968,3
3,131.0

L M

!
2,342.4
2,673.3
3,0%0.2
3,395.5
3,968.0
4,%03.3
4,447.0
mt

718.4
808.5
856.6
$51.6
§,046.0
1,134.4
1,227,0
NA

-

onNOWwWrV®

§Ed¥IsE
=~NuUNO~Nwm

L 3
o

State
Total

. Fye Approp.
00d7000) 1000, 000, 000,000)

200, 1
24).2
291.2
306.7
$50.8
341.3

.\
~d
-

| N

3

v
“
:0

EY T YY)

z!
e

£,

1

L

§“:~
-3
* . LEN
B ==
kS

>

'z

&

Fb

Local
Total

Appro. !  Approp. '
(000,000) (000,000)

9.3
10.3
11.5

12.6

13,5
14,3
".s

NA

BEAEENS

PR
oCcoo

coooo00
Qob

ot ¥

D)
-R~N-N-}

E

OOO?OOO
[-X-R-F-N-N-X-]

z

' 4

SRS RX

State
Res

L ELlulaown

~
.

°8ERN2S
AV X -2 8- ]

P

2RE3
& 0w

-
o
-
.

Q

e » o o o »
Q= w\u\

PAVMRRS A

'
4

Ge 6t 6 N |
. ¢
System Estimnted Personsl
Support Tultion Disposabie.
Index FY® Revenue Income
Appn Tult Total  (000,000) (000,000) .
T
106 11l 108 60.6 15,55
106 114 108 s.g 19,591
106 14 108 78, . *21,385
106 o114 13 91.4 22,525
106 M4 1 107.8 25,807 .
106 114 108 117.6 2,08 .° o
106 114 108 135.8 25,405 .
M M M, K NA
lz 112 107 82.4 13,054
1 112 107 62.2 3,905
106 112° 107 © 63.8 18,395
106 1}& 107, "65.8 19,804
106 112 107 70.0 22,315
106 312 107  .79.8 23,874
106", 112 107 84.0 . 25,067
M \ lﬂ' “ © NA NA ’
|
103 109 - 105 '51.8. 16,145 ,
103 108 108 6.1 19,777
103 109 108 64.6 22,285
103, 109 105 72.8 . " 4,202
103 109 105 83,3 nnz .
103 109 105 $2.4 m.go .
103 109 - 105 97.6 30,287 -
~N M N M", NA
107 108 107 47.2 18,443 .
107 108 107 53,9 23,312
107 108 107 61.1 26,465
lg,; 108 107 73.2 30,328
1 108 107 8.3 34,820
107 108 107 1023~ 37,820 :
107 108 107 111.7 39,562
NA N N KA NA
o~ 95 99 20.8 5,149
100 95 99 24,7 6,203
100 95 o0 28.6 6,882
100 95 99 7,648
200 93 99 36, 8,467
100 S5 99 36.6 9,041
100 95 99 39.9 9,751
N M KA ,MA NA
*
¢ o 'llél
E(j N g‘Ob‘( j"“‘l.‘i’ iy
— ‘ \
. L,
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TABLE 5 A 8
. THE BASIC DATA Resident  High’
HiSTORJCAL . ulation School
¢ ' a y* t+  Greduates
. . ) Spring®
. \
MARYLAND 1977-78 4,172 62,501
. L1979-80 4,212 62,043
1980-81 4,223 61,265
1981-82 4,223 61,611
1982-83 4,263 61,682
- 198 % 4,269 59,353
( ) 1 5 4,304 57,333
198 NA * NA -
MASSACHUSETTS 1977-78 - 5,749 8% 001
. 197980 5,743 87,052
- ‘1980-81 5,746 94,410
. 1981-82 5,743 85,445
. 1982-83 5,773 85,269
. 198384 5'7537 82,573
1984-85 5,76 82,481
. 1985-86 NA NA
] ‘y [y
o MICHIGAN °  1977-78 9,117 149,000
v X 1979-80 9,202 142,739
Coy 1980-81 9,249 136,104
1981-82 9,255 136,429
1982-63 9,204 132,644
1983-84 9,116 125,666
. 1984-85 9,069 122,000
. 1985-86  NA NA
MiNNESOTA 1977-78 3, 72,283
1978 4,00 71,339
1 1 4,038 70,358
1981-82 4,083 " 68,443
1982-83 1,094 66,429
. 1983-84 4,143 63,113
1984-85 144 59,593
1985-86-— NA NA
MISSISSIPPI  1977-78 ,430 29,308
1979~80 29,363
1980-81 /2 31,706
‘. . 1981-82~ 2 31,216
1982-83 2,531 31,805
198384 2,567 31,745
R r 1984-85 2,587 30,681 - -
‘ 1985-86 NA N
113 ‘
RIC ~

1

c

Annuai
FTE
Pubiic

roil

133,
133
134,769
138,254
141,311
144,646
144,874

NA
120,651
122,952

. 128,268

127,374
124,638
132,285
137,000

st

318, 166
328,483
327,077
320,195
315,196
305, 964

NA

143,483
149,418
159,470
162,921
160,162

157,825

154,875

L

"ﬁéﬁ

Ch\R\A S
- .
~
.

-\

NA

84,053
85,292
85,165
90,754
90,839
91,013
91,153

NA
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(000,000)
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&
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e
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e
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3
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b
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5
6

6,720
7.@” 444501
7.680.0 43601
7.862.5 5223

.»
N e

Fa

State
Total
Approp.

(000,000)

“

2743
325,3
365.1
36,2
423.8
426,3
476.5
.« NA

335,.2
413.8
425.1

577.8
FM

590.0
766.6
717.5
883.0
11,9
B51.5
981, 9¢
oM

393, 5
468,7

)

476.8

543,7
537.6
586.3
640.0

NA

173.7
7.6
242.9
262.0
275.8
307.8
316.1

NA

ooopo&o
OO -

e e » .‘ . ; .

- . = b wa -
VO&WN -0

L]
L X WV E RV RV

3

B
Fb
‘Locatl State
Total Res-Ag—Med
Appro, Approp.
(000,000) (000,000)
¢ 3
32.9 58,5
42.% 70.1
. “05 [} 'l 86"
51.0 "L 841
55.5 ') 97.4
60.5 94.9
65.9 103,0
NA' NA
0.0 10.2
0.0 ( 12,6
0.0 " 14.8
0.0 179
0.0 f0.9
0.0 21.8
0.0 - 25.2
. NA NA
$12.% 75.0
81.0 107.2
84.7 103.3
87.7 115.8
95.2 _ 117.1
9%.4 . 121.2
99.5 4 135.2
M LY M
L] . '3

2IITTIS
NN

> &

e882IRA
O =N

g

-\h

20
i
!

Toh
PR
.
L]

Ga 6t 6

System . ‘
Support
in ‘Fy®

Appn Tult Totail

g 96 97
96 97
97 26 9
97 o6 97
‘97 % , 97"
. 97 96 97
97 96 97
NA NA NA
97 97 97
97 97 97
97 9 97
97 oN_. W7
97 97 97
9 97 97

\:: . 97 W9
.‘/N\WM
108 103 104
104 103 104
104 103 104
104 103 104
104 103 104 -
104 103 104
104 103 T4
A N M
106 fo3 106
106. 103 106
106 ¢ 103 106
106" L, 103 1t
106 03 1
106 106
106 1 106

4 KA NA
93 97 94
93 97 94
93 97, o4

ce3 97 M
o3 97 &4
93 97 o4
93 97 )
NA NA  NA

”~ -’ ‘ ). . |
.~ BEST COPY AVAILABLE ",
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TABLE 9 A 8 c D E Fa M - F “"gs 6t @ . H [
. . . \ - . )
“THE BASIC DATA Ident  High - #&mil Tax’ Tex . State Local * State System Estimated Parsons!
HISTORICAL lation Schaol -Capacity Revenues Tothi Total Res-Ag-Med  Support Tultion  Disposable
.t . ' duly® . Graduates Pubilic Fys Fre Approp. Appro. .. Index FY® Revenhue incoms
’ . ‘e (000) .  Spring®  Enrolimest (000,000) (000,000) (000,000) (000,000) (Q00,000)  Appn Tuit Total  (000,0000 (000,000) )
) M ' - ‘. . . ' \ )
NISSOURI 1977-18 4,824 N4 115,708 (3,296.6 2, T D 249.0 16.7 2.9 100 + 101 100 73.3 24,669
. ' 1979-00 4,87 71,163 120,468 . ~ 3,818.7  3,087.4 306.5) 17.6 .3 10 101 100 9.8 . 30,38 ’
1960-81 4,889 69,283 . 130,240 4,118.9  3,360,2°.. 335.2 2.9 37.9 100° 100 100 90,8 34,100 :
. 1981-82 4,924 -67,340 134,973 43764 73,651.1 326.0 22,2 . .0° 100 108 400 -107.7 36,867
1962-83 4,941 66,872 4 -134,852 4,682.0 35,8030 5.1 3.1 383 / 100. 101, 100  131.7 . 41,047 .
1983-84 . 4,949 . “'ﬁ ‘ 134,299 4,966.3 ' 4,051.4 350.9 4.9 38,4 100 103 100 144.6 43,101 i
. 1984-85 4,970 60,388 - 124,417 ° 5,235.0 4,547.0 . 385.0 25.6 42,5 100 10f 100 146.6 46,302 _
1985-88 NA NA NA ¥A NA NA NA MR OTNA L MA NA M
. L Y ‘ - . - . ) . .
12,504 24,466 562,4°  933,8 52,3 } 150\ B.RE 14 100 3 13,4 -3,718
12,452 . 24,801 ' 698,7 614.4 _ 605 1.1 5.9 104 101 103 14,0¢- ‘,a/ ,
12,595 25,282 3749 678.1 6.5 0 6.5 104 101 - 103 u_’.gﬁ s, - .
12,625 27,175 841.5 7755 u.;/ 1.9 8.2 104 101 103 15.0 5,634
112,087 21,197 926.0 8%6.0 2.5 20 9.3 104 101 103 15.4\ 6,326 ¢
11,080 28,878 981.5 993.7 103.6 2.1 10.1 104 - 101 103 19.9 ~ 6,700 ° .
10,224 - 25,335 -} 1,062,0 956.0 105.4. 2.3 0.3 104° 101 105 20.8 7,002
U MA M A NA NA M - L TM MR N 1 M
i ' : ~ .‘..(‘ 1}
25,688 5 1,254 1,021.3 1319 (4374 %96 108 115 110 30.7 , 8,383
24,803 045 1,275.3  1,191.6 161.1 6.1 ~  .13.0 108 115 110- 35,7 1 10,072 .
SB.T31 151,136 1,350.1  1,M7.7 1763 20.4 ™ % 1% 110 40,2 11,241
23,400 51,494 1,445.5 . 1,477.2 191.0 22,9 . .85.3 1 1% 110, 45,3 11,820
21,480 54,792 1,572.0  1,49%0.0 19,1 23,8 $.2. 108 115 110- 50.8° 14,205 '
20,130 54,276 -, 1,714.4  1,602.7 206.6 25.0 (35’.1 108 115 110 53,8 14,53
. . 19,381 53,894 1,827,0  1,795:0 © 213.7 27,1 J 108 115 1w 54.2 ' 575,185 °
c) X NA’ . NA w«) NA (_.M M e M TR M . NA - NA
a ‘ ‘ r- -
NEVADA 8,285 17,972 707.4 500.4  45.5 0.0 ' 5.1 9 , 85 89 - 11,9 - 3866
: ' 8,591 19;367 913.7 956.0 58.3 0.0 7.8 91" 85 89 ° 135  +%,4%
8,713 21,022 1,017.8 663.4 64.1 0.0 9.4 1 83 89 13.9 ~, »390
9,375 21,797 - 131736 698.4 68.6 0.0" y 9.8 91 83 & 17.5 »370
9,599 23,227 1,287.0 793.0. 7.9 0.0 11.0 91 83 8  20.0 8,358 .
9,349. 22,747 . 1,466.7 920.8 75.4 0.0 ° 9.9 91 .83 89 2.1 vV 8,808
9,09; - 22,403 1,597.0 942.0, 8.6 0:0 w:vb 9 83 89 2.6 9,500
NA NA ¢ NA NA NA u? ' ©OM M NA N “NA - M
« -~ - ~ . . C e + - .
NEW HAMPSHIRE 12,7 19,576 1.5 . 469.7. 27.5 o.\g 1.2 110 123 113 30.4 4,402
12,;25" 19415 ~ 30.4 ,g;:.o 9.8 0. 1.4 110 123 113 33.8 5,663
14, * 19,803 761.2 ° 596.4 32.9 0.0 © 1.4 10 123 13 . 39.7 6,443
13,995 20,714 845.0°  63.0 ©  39.3' 0.0 1.5 110" 123 113 51,4 & 7,284 ,
( 1982-83° ' - 936 13,703 20,634  919,0 9.0 35,2 0.0 1.9 10 -125 113 55,0 - . 8,23
-~ 1983-84 949 . 13,820 20,902 . 1,052,3 88.3 4.1 &o. . 2,6 110 123 113 T 60.2 9,185
' : 1984-85 959 13,800 zl,As,- «1,121.9 1653.0 42.6 0 2.8 110 123 13 60.8 10,131 '
198586 NA “NA . NA o 'NA NA NA NA ™ " N ' NA
\ .
H
7 , . ¢ ~ . .
/ Pa - P f 4‘

.- .. BESTCOPY AVAILABLE ¥ .
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TABLE 5.

THE BASYC mp\
~ HISTORICAL

-

NEW JERSEY

Al

1977-78

* 1979-80

1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84:
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
188081
1981-82
1982-83

* 1983-84

NORTH
CAROL | NA

NORTPDAXOTA

-t

1964-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86"

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
198384

" 1984-85

1985-86
*-

-A

‘Res Ident
Population

i

7,344
7,356
7,31y
7,377
. 7,404
7,411
7,468

8 c

High Annugi
School FTE
Graduates Pubilic
Spring®
411,028 165,001
1MLQ3 171,390
108,798 172,559
108,278 171,609
107,750 168,663 °
104,048 164,310
99,610 165,370
e N
18,997 43,717
19 43,507
19,604 44,848
19,117 46,078
18,726 47,354
17,725 47,986
16,978 48,143
NA
243,330 429,601
240,523  -427,931
243,844 434,748
238,079 439,074
2986, 441,794
7,126 441,470
205,90] - ‘3"37‘
‘ M M
74,171 192,132
75,436 199,569
73,657 210,723
74,058 223,476
71,534 234,857
69,475 233,753
) M M
1,744 25,795
11,278 25,782
10,810 26,819
10,678 28,322
‘0’}06 28'862
9%21 30,446
9,121 29,844
NA NA

Enrol iment - (000,000)

‘.n‘c'
1,553,0

1,740.2 -

‘lmoo
NA

12,154.5
13,316.8
13,614.0
50057c5
‘6"29|°
‘7'w’.9
‘9008700

NA

3,339.4

3'“3.5
‘l '09.‘
‘D“' 06

MR \WMAN

333344
OVOOMO

L)

o
»

£33

w N
~ -
. »

o

NA
4
.6
.2
N
-]
.0
0
0
NA
.6

S
» &

» ~
i AR
[ ]
~

Fa

State
Total

Approp y

ZgEgge

-4
ﬂﬂ?u

PN~ ~d

8
-
3

.- e
1+
w e
. Y

23R
MNOOANMOWN

B
~N
v 2

492.7

/
V4
Fb ' F
Local State
+ Totai Ras-Ag~Med
’ APPI’O- Appm.
(000,000) (000,000) (000,000)
“.6 65.2
48.6 " 88.9
52:; - 95,5
60.§. 104.9
66.4 116.7
* 74,5 124.5
81.4 139.1
NA NA
) /
2,9 13.7
3.6 '7.6
5.0 21.7
6.1 . 24.8
<9.8 — 2.3
11.4 37.2
10.8 40.2
NA NA
165.2 160.0
m-o m.a
g'z 2‘2.2
O‘ "
- 206.7 zgg.,‘
224.0 252,9
238.4 311.2
NA - NA
14.5 90.d.
1708 -—-"ﬂ,'.o
19.8 129.0
2’.2 - '“.o
23.9 155.0
‘2‘.6 ‘63.0
36.0 217.7
NA NA
0.5 - 11.8
0.7 16,1
b.8 17.1
|.0 23.2
1.2 24.2
‘05 27.5
1.4 28.5
NA NA

Ga 6t

‘System
Support
Index FY®
Appn Tult
;? 95
95
9 95
96 95
98\ 95
96 S
96
NA
1Y
115 Y29
115
115 129 .
15 129
1% 120
1ns 129
NA  NA
92 89
- 92 89
92 89
92 a9
92, 89
2. 89
92 - 89
NE . NA
h S
102. 100
102 00
102 100
102 100
102 100
102 100
102 100
NA . NA
96 100
$6 100
9% 100
96 100
96 o 100
86 100
96 100
NA NA

6

Total

TEEEREER

HAE 3

IR

ON—~OWMO =

.

H

Estigated Personal

Tuition  Disposeble )
Revenue i ncome

(000,000) J£000,000)

P4

110.7 41,037 °

118.8 93,751

138.4 61,062 .
'5507 “'m

179.2 75,7197

220.71° 82,035

227.3 89,588 /

NA MA,

12.7, 5,532

19.8 7,053

22.2 a'm

2‘02 9,“ .

29.3 10,151

26.0 N 'o's‘, , -

28.4 » ",m o ~
. L T
262" r" “.m .
mo”" ‘%gsl’|5 o
3'0-2 £ “d N.’”

331.3 %,,5,
. ’5“.2 .t 'm

401.5 174,379

410.7 189,797

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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. TABLE 5 - A 8 \ SRR I Fa Fb F Ge B&-‘f ia Uity 9’-'“'“1‘18‘ -
N . ¢ ) -
. -~ THE BASIC DATA * Resident  High State Local State . System ) Estimated Personal
- MNISTORICAL ¢ Populatjon School , Total . Total Res-Ag—Hed . Support Tultion Disposadle
AT July*® Groduates Pudbliic’ =~ FY¥.. _ Approp. Appro. Approp. . index FY® Revenue Income
- (000} ~ Spring?’ ,;;(gvouuﬁ (000,000) (£00,000) (000,000 (000,000) (000,002)-, Appn Tuit Total  (000,000) (000,000)
. . . \ . , ) : o - ¢ ?‘, B : .
. SN : / e e BN '
Y 1977-18 16,733 172,733 265,511 7,889.9 \Id’.m.l $32.7 20.0 86.4 108 117 1o 278.2 59,215
. ' 1979-80 10,798 « 167,644 266,185 9,096.3 " 7,413.0 649.3 21.2 108,.2 108 117 110. 330.5 71,656
1980-81: 10,799 . - 167,284 271,575 9,425.3 8,125.2 690.9 2.9 116.6 108 117 110 388.8 . 75,990
1961-82 10,800 .< 150,570 285,690 9,940.3  8,616.7 718.1 22,6 121.8 108 117 110  400.0 85,996
“! 188283 ','!0.78' 159,272 287,140 10,478.0 9,292,0 . 136.6 25.0 128.0 108 ﬂ; 110 4a1.3 92,864
1963+84 10,789 (*..155,668 292,437  10,934.4 10,339.0 '857.3  31.0 148.3 108 D17 110 - 5545 97,606
“1984-68 10,746 153,000 285,857 11,418.0 11,6689.0 939.1 33.3 161.3 108 117 \l: Q1.6 - 102,632
s 1985-86 M M M A - NA M P NA NA M RA A A
i e "
OKLAHOMA 1977-78 o 2,823 - 38,517 104,132 2,112.0 . - 1,465.3 174.5 33 28.6 105 11t 107 45,8 - L5993
- 1970-80 2,913 39,225 103,738 2,548.1 1,796.3 230.4 |, 3,0 ™ 3.4 108 111 107 47.9 17,272
. 1980-81 . 2,970 39,305 108,545 2,782.4 2,099.0 272.4 - 3.2 - 49.7 105 111 107 52.% 20,261 _
' 1981-82: 3,038 - 38,875 ', 109,276 3,305 < 2,406.4 $M21.4 3.8 58.5 105 111 17 527 23,162
' ’ 1982-83 3,00 - 38,347 112,812 4,064.0 2,950.0 389.9 4.0 68.9 1 t11 17 59.0 26,649
. " e 1993:84 3,212 . 36,799 .. 414,239 4,514.4 3,534.9 361.2 3.8 62.3 108 1T 17 64.0 29,440
. ‘ 1984485 . 3098 - 35,254 ' 108,750 4,864,0 3,570.0 367.6 4.9 63.8 105 111 107 70.7 + 30,355
198386 "/ NA TRAC . NA NA NA - M NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
' OREGON 1977-718 2,572 31,518 94,678 1,740.4 1,608,2 189.3 3.6 45.5 103 104 103 7 5.9 12,781
; 1979-80 2,510 31,633 96,946 2,174.9 1,943.0 221.7 37.3 ¢ 99,2 103 108 103 69.2 16,439
. 1980-81 2,578 31,310 - 100,604 2,371.5 2,202.7 219.8 42,9 . 55.9 103 104 103 9.7 18,994
! 1981-82 2,638 30,853 99,369 - 2,582.3 2,409.9 248.4 53.6 62.8 103 104 108 94.6 20,484
s 1982-83 2,651 30,235 86,198 - 2,702.0 2,734.0 -251.0 59.4 62.4 103- 104 103 {04.6 22,190
1983-84 2,673 29,365 93,452 ° 2,918.2 2,776.3 274 .4 64.0 67.8 103 t4 103 106.0 22,651
1984~-85 2,662 28,847 91,235 5,083.0 5,018.0  282,6 69.0 70.4 108 104 103 108.8 24,041
1983-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
" ~——PENNSYLVANIA 1977-78 ‘11,887 183,132 246,365 8,294.4 8,112.9 569.9 23.7 38.6 1085 105 105 249.8 63,325 .
1979-80 11,865 181,480 243,296 9,409.6 9,497.4. 635.0 35.4 42.2 109 105 105  296.1 77,487
1980-81 11,874 170,646 246,924 9,576.3 10,096.1 640.9 36.1 43,7 165 105 105 . 35413 8,713
1981-82 11,880 169,075 254,222 10,451.3 10,846.0 718.8 37.6 45.0 108 105 105 396.3 94,236
1982-83 11,871 167,541 259,935 11,053.0 11,580.0 763,6 41.6 20.8 105 103 103 447.3 103,323
« 1983-84 11,886 160,329 256,292 11,716.7 12,418.8 792.4 47.4 52.8 105 108 109 475.8 110,047
1984~85 11,895 153,850 258,955 12,360.0 13,126.0 $65.0 47.8 61.7 108 105 105 520.1 116,322
1985-86 NA NA NA NA. NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
RHODE ISLAND 1971-78 950 12,919 25,355 594.3 658.7 61.1 0.0 - 1.7 105 112 17 17.6 5,097
1979-80 957 13,342 25,750 671.3 737.5 68.9 0.0 1.9 105 112 07 22,2 6,063
1980~81 957 12,982 25,488 696.0 842.2 75.1 0.0 2.0 109 112 107 24.8 6,633
1981-82 949 12,857 26,254 / 755.0 929.8 79.8 0.0 1.8 105 $12 107 2.8 7,442
1982-83 953 12,719 25,700 </ 788.0 1,024.0 86.9 0.0 1.8 105 112 107 31.2 8,318
1983-84 + 954 12,446 25,379 861,2 1,143,2 91.7 0.0 1.9 10 112 107 35.1 8,917
1984~85 955 11,639 25,046 914.0 1,230.0 98.4 0.0 2.1 105 112 107 35.7 9,640
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA A M NA M M M M NA
®
f
]




Ct . _ . . : ?[?' CU’)&EVAP'?VB’-F « ,

TABLE 5 - A 8 .C D E Fa . Fb F Gas. 6t. 6 7] {

THE BASIC DATA Res [dent High Annuel Tax Yex State Local State System Estimated Personal
HISTORICAL Population Schoo! FTE Capecity Revenues Total Tots! Res-Ag-Med Support Tultion Dispgosable
. 'J:&' Graduates Pudlic FYs FY® Ags;np - Appro. Approp. index FY® Revenue Income -
,(000) Spr ing® Enrol iment (000,000) (000,000) (000,000) (000,000) (000,000) Appa Tult T:)’-l (000,000) (000,000)
SOUTH <1977-718 2,941 39,418 72,464 1,650.2 1,393.2 229.6 4.3 ° " 64.2 103 110 105  43.0 12,802
CAROL I1NA 1979-80 3,041 39,897 76,907 1,932.3 1,669.6 308.8 6.1 87.9 103 110 105 55.6 15,933
198081 3,087 40,918 79,733 2,027.3. 1,651.9 332.8 6.4 935.9 ° 103 110 10% 63.6 17,707
' 1981-82' 3,127 41,463 80,062 2,222.9 2,131.8 3404 7.7 99.6 103 110 109 04.7 19,761
) . 1982-83 3,167 41,00 80,977 2,40.0 2,335,0 347.7 8.4 . 102,85 103 110 105 . 94.6 - 22,108
' 1983-84 3,213 41,126 78,525 2,652,8 2,%41.4 378,9 8.8 107.4 t03. 110 105 111.0 23,830
1984-85 3,264 40,226 77,043 2,812.0 2,580.0 440,2 9.6 122.7 103 110 109 . 114.0 25,850
1985-86 NA NA NA NA NA NA M~ NA 7 U Y NA NA p
SOUTH DAKOTA 1977-78 687 12,046 18,208 449.7 409.1 38.7 - 0.0 7.8 105 113 107 11,9 3,114
1979-80 689 11,844 18,391, 523.1 439.1 47.3 0.0 . 9.5 103 113 107 131 4,100
1980-81 689 11,844 20,570 566.3 475.4 48.0 0.0 8.3 105 113 107 15.8 4,680
1981-82 ' 690 11,177 21,568 592.9 523.3 - 53.5 0.0 11.2 105 113 107 17.8 4,722 ~
’ * 1982-83 686 10,550 21,581 609.0 566.0 49.6 0.0 10.9 1069 113 107 19.6 5,595
» 1983-84 697 9,904 20,340 673.5 611.4 48,9 0.0 “10.9 109 113 107 211 s,Nns -
) 1984-85 700 9,304  19,3M 738.0 622.0 51,7 0.0 11.4 105 113 107 20.6 6,163
, - 1985-86 © NA NA . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA . 'NA NA
~ TENNESSEE 1977-78 4,529 54,200 116,987, 2,584.7 2,078.2 267.8 0.0 48.2 f02 107 103 67.5 19,898
et 1979-80 4,462 52,603 124,022 5,019.3 2,538.4 323.8 0.0 28.3 102 107 103 76.1 25,024
1 1960-81 4,533 55,045 123,796 3,177.6 2,758.% 340.2 0.0 62.2 102 107 403 90.8 23,0607
1981-82 4,593 96,023 121,408 3,448.5 2,902.8 356.2 0.0 64.1 102 107 108 108.1 3,693
1882-83 4,612 56,647 123,790 3,748.0 3,262, 3a3.9 0.0 69.1 102 107 103 123.9 34,286
1963-84 4,653 51,904 122,408 4,001.0 3,421.3 405.9 0.0 73.5 102 107 103 120.5 36,589
1984-85 4,685 54,048 116,897 4,204,0 3,637.0 496.3 0.0 90.0. 102 107 103 126.4 - 39,267
1985-86 -NA NA RA NA NA NA NA NA NA KA NA NA NA
TEXAS 1977-78 12,903 170,774 422,024 10,766.9 7,258.6 1,039.9 45.9 346.6 103 1 103 163,6 67,919
' 1979-80 13,498 175,72 432,358 12,931.0 8,303.% 1,302.6 55,5 421.1 103 1 103 214.0 86,730
1980-81 13,887 178,749 447,324 14,045.4 9,045.2 1,45%1.7 §7.2 438.2 103 102 103 231.1 99,008
1981-82 14,321 179,015 456,848 16,723.5 10,858.7 1,887.8 79.6 570.9 103 102 108 244.3 144,019
1982-83 14,766 179,499 479,962 20,081.0 12,969.0 2,016.5% 86.4 641.1 103 102 103 260.0 132,900
1983-8¢ 15,279 176,247 486,191 22,189.3 14,560.7 2,218.9 4.5 668.5 103 102 103 27%.0 146,944
198485 15,724 168,880 487,802 23,878.0 15,455.0 2,299.6 . 110.1 703.3 103 102 105 283.0 157,143
1985-86- NA . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA A NA
. . : ‘e . :
UTAH 1977-18 1,272 19,949 46,130 814.4 7127.7 117.5 0.0 13.7 109 1217 ' 112 26.4 5,811 -
‘ 1979-80 1,364 20,274 46,436 1,001.8 914.0 139.3 0.0 16.% 109 121 112 30.4 7,594
1980-81 1,416 20,282 49,531 1,064.8 1,057.8 159,2 0.0 ., 18.1 109 121 112 36.1 . 8,649
m 1,472 20,120 50,754 1,19%.0 1,208.9 175.2 0.0 22.1 109 121 . 12 40.4 9,738
f 1,518 19,667 53,641 1,351.0 1,310.0 195.9 0.0 2.3 109 121 112 45,2 * 10,8%0
1983-84 1,563 19,443 54,169 1,503.7 1,456.7 203.5 0.0 2.3 ¢ 1090 121 112 48.5 11,564
1984-85 1,619 19,618 55,600 1,633.0 1,540.0 231,3 0.0 3.2 109 12t {12 52.7 12,490
1585-86 NA NA . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA M M NA NA
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TABLE 3 A 8 c D 3 Fa  Fb F Gs St 6 H SR B
. THE BASIC DATA Res Ident High Annual Tex Tox State Locat State Systes Estimpted Porsc\mt
! . HISTORICAL Popuiation, School’ FTE Capecity Revenues Tonl Total Res-Ag-Med  Support Tultion Disposablie
‘ . Jm' Groduates Publlc Fy® FY# Appr Appro. Approp. index FY® Revenue {ncome
' : , (000) Spring®  Enroliment (000,000) (000,000} ¢ooo 000) (000,000) (000,000)  Appn Tult Total  (000,000) (000,000)
. VERMONT 1977-78 485 7,687 13,804 - 324.5 353,2 21.1 0.2 5.5 16 1327 120 4.3 2.2&9
- 1979-80 498 7,918 13,656 361.4 374.5, .7 0.2 . 6.8 16 132 120 2.9 -2,8%8 -
1980-81 . 506 7,925 14,120 574.5 , 410.0 2.5 0.2 - 6.9 16 132 - 120 33.6 3,16 *
1961~82 512 . 7,796 14,170 .2 * 428.3 -29.8 0.2 8.1 16 . 132- 120 37.4 5,450
1982~83 516 7,345 13,94 446.0 469.0 32.4 0.2 9.2 16 132 120 42.2 3,973
1983-84 518 7,434 14,288 511.0 523.8°  3%.1 0.3 9.6 116 132 120 47.2 . 4,25
1964-85 - 525 7,165 14,273 548.0 - 561.0 37.0 0.3 10.1 16 132 320 50.6 4,525
1985-86 M NA NA NA NA . NA NA NA M N . NA NA
YIRGINIA - . 1977-78 ~ 5,133 72,089 168,113 3,397.0  3,065.5 524.7 0.0 60.9 99 103 100 104.9 27,380
1979-80 5,284 . M,719 175,197 4,001.6 3,474.0 4332 0.0 81.3 9 103 100 11,5 33,945
. : < 1980~-81 5,329 72,354 181,432 4,276.7  3,778.3 499.6 0.0 93.7 99 103 100 135.3 31896
1981-82 5,362 71,823 185,937 4,818.1  4,256.0 520.4 _ 0.0 . 99.3 99 + 103 100  136.0 42,391
) ‘ 1982-83  5,430. 72,556 183,630 5,262.0 4,709.0 . 572.3 0.0 107.4 9 103 100 184.4 47,390
. . ,1983-84 5,479 70,161 182,342 5,700.2  5,118.0 598 0.0 112.3 9 103 100 © 205.9 92,343
, 1984-85 5,550 66,568 179,638 6,004,0 5,671.0 673) 0.0 126.3 8 103 100 225.8 57,199
o . 1985-86 NA NA KA } NA. NA . NA KA NA T OMA T NA NA NA
i WASHINGTON  1977-78 3,691 53,537 152,272 2,655.1  2,629.6 380.3 0.0 42.2 97 93 98 89.2 21,922
' 1979-80 3,886 52,928 163,866 3,270.9  3,117.0 456.9 0 51.4 97 93 9 103,35 za.m\
1980-81- 4,013 32,504 168,150 3,595.5  3,463.0 451.8 h\/” 48.6 97 93 -9 107.2 ° 32,308
' 1961-82 c.m 52,595 151,683 4,041.3  3,788.0 4431 0.0 49.6 97 S5 96 11,9 36,2719
1982-83 4,217 49,446 150,375 4,304.0 3,962.0 443.7 0.0 83.4 97 9% 96 111.0 - 40,552
1983-84 4,283 47,321 150,569 . 4,823.%  4,475.1 543.8 0.0 s 97 93 9 131.7- 43,2
¢ 1984-85 = 4,300 47,591 . 150,690 5,128.0 ~ 5,210.0 558.4 0.0 3 ., -97 93 9  133.6 45,7132
o 198586 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA ., N NA N NA MA A
WEST VIRGINIA 1977-78 1,877 25,577 54,133 1,%.2  1,063.6 121.9 0.0 33.7 107 1S 109 7.6 8,691
1979-80 1,920 24,750 53,331 1,447.8 1,102.9 145.3 0.0- 40.2 107 115 109 2.7 10,609
1980-81 1,939 24,319 55,468 1,551.7 ~ 1,275.3 152.7 0.0 42,2 107 115 109 1.3, 1,88
. . -1981-82 1,950 24,376 56,448 1,736.7  1,426.3 169.7 0.0 46.9 107 115 109 32.0 12,983
’ 1982-83 1,952 24,30 56,423 1,808.0  1,303.0 162.9 0.0 45.0 107 115 109 43.8 14,127
: 1983-84 1,957 24,352 56,136 2,001.8 ,ﬁ 1,720.8 171.0 0.0 41.2 107 115 109 54.2, 15,201
1984-85 1,965 23,309 53,784 2,113.0 " 1,754.0 192.8 0.0 55.3 1007 115 109 57.0° 15,589
1985-86 NA B NA NA NA NA NA NA N NA NA NA KA
. I .
WISCONSIN 1977-78 4,985 77,87 168,574 3,199.3  3,643.7 385.5  32.0 45,3 106 106 106  133.9 24,027
1979-80 4,631 78,136 171,843 5,745.2 4,475.1 463.3  43.8 ro%3,8 106 106 106  161.7 29,767
1980-81 4,866 76,250 181,986 4,023,2  4,7%5.1 505.3 49,1 588 ¢ 106 106 106  188.3 34,036
1981-82 4,728 74,734 _ 188,961 4,239.0 4,93.8 525.4  51.0 61.7 106 106 106  195.0 37,106
1982-83 4,742 74,246 § 191,985 4,438,0 5,337.0 %43.7 64.0 64.4 106 106 106  203.2 40,391
1983-84 4,758 71,037 192,430 4,575.6 . 5,850.8 559.6 2 80.9 75.3 106 106 106  215.0 42,961
1984-85 4,751 68,541 193,547 _  4,7650  6,715.0 611.5 X 90, 78.8 106 106+ 106  237.2 45,881
1985-86 N, NA NA NA NA NA NA KA .M NA NA NA
L}
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JABLE 5

- THE BASIC DATA

HISTORICAL:

UNITED STATES

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1961-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

1977-78
1979-80
1980-81
1961-82
1962-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86

7 .
L
[ ]
A B
Res [dent High
Population School
July® Graduates
(000) Spring®
395 5,832
431 6,151
452 6,089
473 6,204
492 6,318
508 6,156
" 514 5,764
NA NA
217,561 3,103,166
222,093 3,090,751
224,569 3,033,551
227,160 3,015,535
229,311 2,982,756 -
231,529 2,891,404
233,980 2,787,365
NA NA

Y]

' .
c (2] E Fa Fb
Annual Tax Tex State Locat
FTE Capcclfy Revenuss Total| Total
Pudl ic Fys Approp.
Enrol iment tom 000} (000,000) :(000,000)
14,253 499.2 3.2 42.9 5.2
14,048 537.8 473.8 n.7 9.2
‘14,528 678.3 562.1 70.5 11.2
15,489 880.5 654.7 82.6 13.4
16, 582 1,095.0 784.0 9.2 16.7
18,760 1,137.3 1,190,9 © 99,2 18.6
21,384 1,190.0 1,253,0 100.1 . 26.6
NA NA NA NA KA
6,667,492 156,304.2 156,504.2 14,745.8 1,438.3
6,750,408 183,277.9 183,277 ¥ 18,346.1 1,259.3
7,021,203  194,621.8 194,621.8 20,097.4 1,%57,2
7,133,961 215,524.1 215,524.1 22,001.0 1,544.6
179,728 236,055.0 236,055,0 22,930,7.1,606.6
102,476 257,484.3 257,494.3 24,562,2 1,720.4
7,041,848 275,194.0 275,194.0 27,389.8 1,880.7
NA NA NA NA NA

Appro.
(000, 000)

5.9
7.5
M‘
1.8
I‘ .0
14.5
15,6
NA
2,551.4
3,160.2
3 4an.6
3,869.9
4,124,868
4,386.9
4,055.4
: NA

P IEN
Ga 67 6
System
Support
Andex Fy®
Appn Tulf Totai
103 111 105
103 1 105
103 111 105
103 111 105
103 111 105
103 113 105
103 111 105
NA NA NA
100 100 100
100 100 100
100 100 100
100 100 100
100 300 100
106 100 1100
100 100 100
NA NA NA

¢

&

$

N i .
Estimated Personal
Tultion Oisposadble
Revenwé income
(000,000) (000,000)
7.9 2,91
8.7 mm
10.2 3,745
1.9 4809
13.7 4,946
14.9 3,245
15.4 5,24
NA NA
3,644.1 1,189,607
4,311.4 1,468,375
4,920.8 1,642,513
%.547.8 1,820,875
6,223.1 2,033,294
7,01 2,172,840
7,427 2,330,993
+  NA
L |
!
-

> LA
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